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AMTRAK DISCONTINUANCE CRITERIA 

TtTESDAY, FEBKUABY 3,  1976 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
STTBCOMMNTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND COMMERCE, 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washirigton, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 2 p.m., pursuant to notice, in room 2325, 
Raybum House Office Building, Hon. Fred B. Rooney, chairman 
presiding. 

Mr. RooNET. The subcommittee is pleased to note that we have four 
Presidential classroom students here today, two from Sunbury and 
two from my 15th Congressional District, John D. Jakeland and 
Beth Dolan, and I want to compliment you for your interest in Gov- 
ernment and your being here today. I understand you have been on 
tiie floor and traveling around Washington. I think Presidential 
classroom is a very fine program and the committee welcomes you 
today. 

Today, the Subcommittee on Transportation and Commerce is hold- 
ing the first of 3 days of hearings on Amtrak's criteria for making 
route and service decisions. 

The purpose of these hearings is to determine whether Amtrak's 
proposed criteria provide a workable guide for the determination of 
additions or discontinuances of routes and services. Hopefully, we 
will come to some conclusion as to whether the economic, social and 
environmental factors considered in Amtrak's criteria are properly 
weighted. 

Although these hearings are limited to the evaluation of the cri- 
teria, they have far-reaching implications. The justification for grant- 
ing Amtrak the authority to discontinue and expand routes and serv- 
ices was to provide the Corporation with adequate management flexi- 
bility. This flexibility would assist Amtrak in providing continued 
intercity passenger service within its authorization limits. 

More importantly, it would lend credence to the original intent of 
Congress that Amtrak function as an independent, for-profit corpora- 
tion. Unfortunately, I don't see a for-profit corporation existing 
within Amtrak today. 

It is time to reexamine our original premise. Five years ago, Am- 
trak's backers predicted that in 1976 the Corporation would show 
its first profit. The prediction has not come true. In fact, the Federal 
Government share of running Amtrak has amounted to $600 million 
since 1971, with an additional $900 million to cover equipment loans 
that cannot be repaid. 

(1) 
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In 1975 alone, Amtrak's 25,000 mile system lost more than $320 mil- 
lion. Costs per passenger mile are 15.4 cents; revenues are only 6.7 
cents. Even with twice as many riders, Amtrak projects operating 
deficits of $400 million by 1980. 

The administration, in its proposed fiscal year 1977 budget has au- 
thorized $378 million for Amtrak. At the same time, Amtrak has esti- 
mated its 1977 operating grant requirements at $440 million. In re- 
sponse to this proposed cutback, Amtrak has provided DOT with a 
list of routes that would have to be discontinued under the tentative 
administration budget. 

There is more at stake here than tlie criteria to l)e used for deter- 
mining route additions or discontinuances. The more subtle issue is 
the extent to which the Federal Government can and should continue 
to subsidize Amtrak operations. Tlie Congress was responsible for 
establishing Amtrak 5 years ago, and at this juncture, it is the re- 
sponsibility of Congress to reevaluate and determine Amtrak's future 
role in providing nationwide rail passenger service. 

Hopefully, tlie testimony presented during the next 3 days of hear- 
ings will provide the submittee with the basis for making this im- 
portant determination. 

Our first witness today is the very distinguished gentleman from 
California, the very fine member of our full committee, the Honorable 
Lionel Van Deerlin. Mr. Van Deerlin, would you proceed? 

STATEMENT OF HON. LIONEL VAN DEERLIN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. VAN DEERHX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to compli- 
ment you on j^etting into this very important bill so soon after the 
landmark legislation that you saw enacted into law only last week. 
There is no let up, I see, and I appreciate very much being the lead- 
off witness. I hope my testimony will not be overly parochial, but 
fortunately there is no House rule that prevents a Congressman from 
being parochial. 

Mr. RooNET. Knowing you like I do, it will be parochial. 
Mr. VAX DEERLIN. I thought perhaps I was entitled to some reward 

for having sat 12 years next to the chairman on the full Commerce 
Committee. 

As Amtrak approaches its fifth birthday, I suppose we can expect 
to hear ever more frequently from the critics of this new mode of 
passenger transportation. These critics will range from constituents 
with the inevitable horror stories of discomfort and delay, right on 
through to officers and employees of the Gi«yhound Corporation. 

If not immediately, we surely approach a time when we shall have 
to decide what Amtrak's ongoing role is to be—to determine which 
routes should be maintained and which, in the interest of the public 
purse, will require discontinuance. 

I would call myself something of a railroad buff—a buff as dis- 
tinguished from a nut. I have ridden passenger trains, I imagine, 
oftener than anyone you are likely to hear from except the conduc- 
tors' union—both before Amtrak, and after Amtrak came into being. 
I made it a point to go and buy my own ticket, not call a railroad 



office and say "Here I come. Take good care of me." I was on an Am- 
trak train that was 13 hours late getting to Los Angeles—and Am- 
trak's headquarters in Washington didn't discover my presence on the 
train until after its arrival. 

So I have shown more than a passing interest in tliis. I would regret 
greatly—emotionally, as a railroad buff and as a lover of trains—see- 
ing transcontinental trains discontinued. Yet, in the interest of real- 
ism, I do recognize that long-distance runs between cities can never 
compete with air or auto travel. Amtrak's real mission may lie in- 
stead with those interurban corridors of intensive traffic, wliere the 
train cannot only provide an alternative in speed and economy, but 
will serve the true purpose of an alternative mode of transportation— 
taking people out of airplanes and off the highways. 

Relatively short-run trains are probably the answer for Amtrak's 
future. That is wliy I say someone must have been jesting when it 
was suggested tliat 19 or 20 of Amtrak's runs be canceled. 

One of those targeted for cancellation—and now we come to the 
parochial part of my testimony—is tlie San Diego to Los Angeles run, 
120 of the most important miles in the Nation. That nm terminates 
in my 42d District of California and so I have first-hand knowledge 
of the quality of service it provides. 

It makes no sense to wipe out something so carefully nurtured and 
containing such great potential value. The San Diego to Los Angeles 
nm may not make money yet, but it does attract passengers: an esti- 
mated 353,000 in 1975 and even if you allow for the balloon effect 
that was caused by the energy crisis early in 1974—wliich immediately 
put a lot of people on the trains wlio haven't been there since—that 
temporai-y rise in ridership does represent a substantial increase. Dis- 
counting the temporary rise of 1974, there is still an impressive in- 
crease for 1975. 

More important, many of these riders have been diverted from the 
cars and planes that really are becoming crowded between these two 
metropolitan points. 

Amtrak has been succeeding on this route despite a schedule that 
is not awfully convenient for the people that I represent. If you are 
a businessman and you want to go to downtown Los Angeles—where 
the train takes you and the airline does not—it is fine. You can leave 
at 7:30 in the morning and get to Los Angeles as fast as by air, count- 
ing airport time. But you can't get back until 10:30 at night if you 
work a full day in Los Angeles. 

Then too, the train is still relatively slow. It takes 21^ hours to 
cover that 120 miles. I believe tliis timetable can he shaved by at 
least an hour when grade crossings are eliminated or made even less 
hazardous. There are at least six ungated crossings from Oceanside 
to San Diego, wliich is the southern end of this line to Los Angeles. 
T believe fewer than four are left in Orange and Los Angeles 
Counties. 

Despite the drawbacks of existing service, it has been well received. 
It has been so well received that tlie normally tight-fisted county go- 
ernments of Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego counties have agreed 
to put up the money to add an extra train, which is supposed to begin 
service about April, under the terms of tlie legislation that makes 
this possible. 



The two additional round trips a day will augment the current 
three daily round trips. It would not be very logical for the Federal 
Government to withdraw its support for this route at the time when 
local governments are making new 403(b) commitments, and thus 
demonstrating their faith in tiie viability of rail passenger trans- 
portation. 

San Diego is ready to begin restoration of its old Santa Fe depot. 
This is something of a landmark in to\vn, and it is the terminal for 
Amtrak. It will include a tourist-oriented complex of shops and ex- 
hibits. In this way, the city itself is reaffirming its own considerable 
stake in the retention and expansion of Amtrak service. 

I know that San Diego is only one city, but it is typical of many 
cities which are responding to interconnected Amtrak service. I think 
the case for at least maintaining present levels of Federal support for 
the run I am interested in is compelling, but I am certain that equally 
strong cases can and still be made for adding railroad passenger serv- 
ice in most other parts of the country. 

With the mounting problems of fuel waste and air pollution asso- 
ciated with most other transportation modes, tlie passenger train 
should be looming larger than ever. 

I thank you. 
Mr. RODNEY. Thank you for your very fine parochial testimony, 

VMr. VAN DEERLIN. Iwould like to remind you, and I think it is com- 
mendable that the local municipalities are willing to participate and 
share some of the losses, but I would like to tell you that the net loss 
last year on your run was $1,249 million and I think if we can im- 
prove on that loss ratio  

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. YOU mean reduce it? 
Mr. RooNEY. Improve on it. 
Mr. VAN DEERLIN. I never argue with the Chairman. 
Mr. EooNEY. We do appreciate your testimony today. Thank you 

very much, 
Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ROONEY. Without objection, the Chair wishes to place in tlie 

record, as tliough read, a statement from Congressman .1. J. Pickle 
of Texas. Congressman Pickle was a former member of our full com- 
mittee and is now a member of the Ways and Means Committee. 

STATEMENT OF HON. J. J. PICKLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, needless to say, it is always good to sub- 
mit a statement to this group. I've been before your body before talk- 
ing about rail car supply, Amtrak, and other transportation matters, 
and it is always a pleasure to examine these issues with colleagues of 
a subcommittee on which I used to serve. 

I know that you are making decisions on tlie criteria that Amtrak 
and DOT have proposed for curtailing rail passenger trains. Thus, 
I will not take too much time, since I want to address another point— 
a threshold Question. 

This threshold question is next year's budget. I bring this to mind 
because, if we accept the President's budget, 19 Amtrak trains could 
be discontinued no matter what is decided on criteria. 



Often, Mr. Chairman, I have come to you and the House with some 
very critical words for Amtrak management. This is not my song this 
time, althought I am far from being happy. 

The proof is that Paul Reistrup, the president of Amtrak, has 
pleaded strongly with William Coleman, the Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation, that the Amtrak system not be destroyed by 
the administration. Mr. Reistrup, in his December 2, 1975, letter to 
Secretary Coleman, puts the case clearly—if Amtrak does not receive 
a $440 million operating budget, then 19 trains will come to a grind- 
ing halt. 

This administration does not believe in rail passenger trains except 
from Washington to Boston. 

I strongly disagree with this policy because rail travel can be very 
fuel-economical, environmentally sound, and safe. Even a brief re- 
view of my record discloses my strong beliefs about rail travel. 

But I know the DOT and the President can disagree, and I accept 
that disagreement. 

But I do not accept the harsh way this administration is attempting 
to implement its progi-am, or lack of a program, for Amtrak. 

Usually, disagreements are brought to Congress and the policy com- 
mittees of Congress weigh tlie pros and cons before recommending ac- 
tion to the Congress as a whole. 

This way the due process of lawmaking is followed. Every side has 
its say, the arguments are weighed, and a decision is made. 

Now we liave the President's budget, which, if implemented, will 
set the policy of giving up on intercity rail travel. 

I want to quote from Mr. Reistrup's letter to Secretary Coleman. 
This section of his letter addresses the issue I mention directly: 

However, If the implicit objective is to establish a lower fixed level of operat- 
ing grant for Amtrak through FY 77 and possibly beyond; this objective should 
be addressed directly and in context with both executive and legislative policy 
as prescribed in current law. We do not subscribe to the employment of the 
budget process to make major policy decisions that dramatically affect route 
structure and operational policies of the national railroad passenger system con- 
trary to these mandates. 

I can just add my "Amen" to that. 
As the members of this committee know, the Amtrak train "The 

Inter-American" runs through my congressional district. The train, 
one of the international routes mandated by Congress, runs from St. 
Louis to Laredo, Texas. 

This train has great potential. It could be a boon to U.S.-Mexico re- 
lations, and an element for increased trade. 

But because of poor equipment, poor scheduling, and general ne- 
glect, tlie train has not reached its potential. The Inter-American 
has had to chug along at half speed for the past 3 years. 

Mr. Reistrup has begun to help us with this run. He has pledged 
better equipment and has committed Amtrak moneys to improve the 
scheduling by repairing the tracks for a faster trip. 

Now, just as all those concerned with the Inter-American begin 
to have some hope, the President recommends cutbacks that could 
sound the death knell of the train. This is a lieartbreaking develop- 
ment. 
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In conclusion, I would urge that the Congress make it clear that 
Amtrak is not to be decimated. 

We, the Congress should be willing to consider discontinuance cri- 
teria as a matter of policy, but we will not allow trains to be discon- 
tinued because of lack of commitment of this Grovemment to rail 
passenger service. 

The sooner we move with this message, the better. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooNEY. We are going to revise our schedule today. The dis- 

tinguished Deputy Secretary, John Barnum, has another commitment 
at the White House and he has asked to be scheduled at this time. 
There has been an agreement that he will now appear before the 
committee. I do appreciate Mr. Jacobs, Mrs. Head, and Mr. Reistrup's 
allowing us to proceed. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. BARNUM, DEPTTTY SECKETARY, DE- 
PARTMENT OP TRANSPORTATION; ACCOMPANIED BY ASAPH H. 
HALL, ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. BARNUM. Thank you very much. I would like to extend my 
thanks to Mr. Jacobs, Mrs. Head, and Mr. Reistrup for accommodat- 
ing us in this respect. I have with me Mr. Ace Hall who is the Ad- 
ministrator of the Federal Railroad Administration. I have a pre- 
pared statement which I would like to address to the Chair and then 
answer any questions you may have. 

I am very pleased to have the opportunity to offer the support of 
the Department of Transportation to "The Criteria and Procedures 
for Making Route and Service Decisions" proposed by the board of 
directors of the National Railroad Passenger Corp. What we are 
really discussing today, however, as you so aptly observed in your 
opening remarks, Mr. Chairman, is not just proposed criteria, but in- 
deed the very future of Amtrak. 

Amtrak, as we are all aware, was established for two reasons. The 
first reason was to relieve the predominately freight carrying rail- 
roads of the financial burden of operating unremunerative rail pas- 
senger services. The second reason was to rationalize and modernize 
rail passenger service and to provide such service—hopefully—on a 
self-sustaining basis. 

While the financial burden of providing passenger service has been 
removed from the private railroads which chose to join Amtrak, 
Amtrak has not succeded in establishing itself as a self-sustaining 
corporation. In many ways, therefore, all that has been accomplished 
has been to shift the burden of paying for the losses produced by pas- 
senger service from the railroads to the public treasury. 

Amtrak's operating grant requirements have grown year by year 
reaching $328 million this fical year. A total of $1 billion 64 million of 
Federal funds has been appropriated since 1971 for Amtrak's opera- 
tions through September 1976, along with $900 million in loan guar- 
antee authority and $136 million in grants for Amtrak's capital pro- 
gram since 1971. 

I have attached to the testimony I submitted to the committee a 
table which indicates these amounts and I would ask that that table 



be printed with my statement, if it is agreeable to the committee. 
Mr. RooNEY. Without objection. 
[Table 1 referred to follows:] 

TABLE l.-SUMMARY OF AMTRAK FUNDING 

|ln millions of dollars) 

Optrating C<pit«l npantes 
expanses (Sec. 60z Uan 
(Sac. GOI Guarantee 

Appropriations) Authority) 

Fiscal year 1971  UO.O J100.0 
Rseal year 1972  170.0 100.0 
riscal year 1973  9.1 300.0 
Fiscal year 1974  140.0 400.0 

Subtotal                 900.0 

Fiscal year 1975  276.0   
Fiscalyear 1976  328.8 111.2 
Transition quarter  99.7 25.0 

Subtotal                 11,063.6                        136.2 

Tolil  1 03t2 

President's  fiscal  year  1977  budget 
request for Amtralt 

Operating 
expenses      Capital expenses 

Fiacel year 1977  ixii                   tins 7 

• Eacfaides 197.M In railroad capital payments applied to operating expenses in fiscal years 1971-74. 

Mr. BARNTJM. In the 5 years since Amtrak's beginning, over $2 
billion has been committeci to provide transportation for less than 
one-half of 1 percent of the intercity travelers in the United States— 
a substantial public investment which is generating a relatively small 
public benefit. 

Table 2 attached to my statement shows the relative patronage of the 
various intercity transportation modes and I would ask that table be 
likewise included in my statement. 

Mr. RooNEY. Without objection. 
[Table 2 referred to follows:] 

TABLE 2.-U.S. INTERCITY TRAVEL BY MODE' 

Intercity tnode Person-trips Person-miles 

Total  

Auto/passenger truck  
Air  
Bin  
Rill  
Other  

Total  lOO.O 100.0 

> Intercity travel is defined as a trip of at least 100 one-way miles. 

Source.—1972 Netiooal Travel Survey. 

458,483,000 389,597,000,000 

Percent Percent 
SS.2 69.4 
U.8 27.6 
1.8 1.5 
.4 .5 
.8 I.O 
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Mr. BAHNUM. An additional startling fact illustrates the dimensions 
of this incongruity: the annual Federal subsidy paid to Amtrak is 
now more than all the money received by Amtrak from passenger 
revenue. While there was a sudden spurt in Amtrak ridersliip as a 
result of the fuel crisis—as indeed there was by motor bus carriers— 
this crisis induced patronage proved to be short lived. 

When fuel once again became available, Amtrak's ridership fell 
back to the 9 percent growth rate that was experienced for each of 
the other years between 1972 and 1975. I need not add that even 
though there was growth in ridership, the deficit was also rising. 

One of the basic reasons for this predicament is that we have 
denied Amtrak the ability to shape the basic system in response to 
changes in passenger demand. The Amtrak Act envisioned the estab- 
lishment of a corporation that would both operate a basic national 
rail passenger system and be a for-profit corporation, but those con- 
flicting goals have proven to be mutually exclusive. The very flexi- 
bility inherent in the terms "for-profit" has been denied to Amtrak 
by legislative provisions which have frozen into place the existing 
route structure and required the operation of additional uneconomical 
routes. The administration sought a remedy in its proposed Amtrak 
Improvement Act of 1975, a bill which would have allowed Amtrak 
to change the basic system in response to market demand. 

The 1975 Amtrak Improvement Act, as passed, provided the first 
hope that the board of directors could restructure the Amtrak system 
to provide efficient service within reasonable budget restrictions. The 
provision for route and service criteria in the 1975 act was a step to- 
ward concentrating responsibility and authority in the Amtrak board 
of directors, and this the Department wholeheartedly supported. At 
last year's Amtrak authorization hearings we emphasized the need 
for this flexibility as a key element in increasing the efficiency of the 
Amtrak process. 

Amtrak has now proposed criteria and procedures for analyzing 
route and service changes. We feel this adoption would be a signifi- 
cant step toward responsible management and would enable Amtrak 
to control its cost and revenue ratios and thereby allow operations 
within a relatively stable and hopefully declining operating grant 
ceiling. I would like now to describe the proposed criteria in very 
brief outline. 

The criteria for determining routes and services are categorized in 
three areas: Economic—measuring the impact of a route or service on 
Amtrak's current and projected financial status; Social—measuring 
the impact of a route or service on the population served by Amtrak 
and on current and future ridership; and Environmental—measuring 
the impact of a route or service on energy consumption, air quality, 
and land use. 

The first step taken by Amtrak when evaluating route or service 
changes would be to assess the economic effects of a change. The eval- 
uation would sliow both current and projected financial performance 
of serving the route as well as the capital investment required to main- 
tain or upgrade the service. Amtrak proposed to use five economic 
criteria, which are described in detail in the October 29 submission 
to Congress. These would allow Amtrak to rank routes on the basis 
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of financial performance. These criteria are: (1) financial contribu- 
tion per revenue passenger mile; (2) total financial contribution; 
(3) financial impact on connecting parts of the system; (4) incre- 
mental capital investment requirements; and (5) return on incre- 
mental investment. 

These economic criteria will give a much more realistic appraisal 
of the relative financial contribution of any one route versus all other 
routes in the system. 

Amtrak would not use the economic evaluation of a route as the 
sole determinate of route and service alternatives. The social and en- 
vironmental impacts would also be evaluated. 

The social criteria consist likewise of five measurement devices for 
evaluating different route or service proposals: (1) population served; 
(2) individuals currently using the route; (3) population deprived 
of/or provided with service; (4) availability of alternate modes; and 
(5) impact on personal safety. 

These social indicators give Amtrak a chance to examine the impact 
of service changes on the basis of their impact on the public. 

The third route and service evaluation tool is the use of environ- 
mental criteria. There are three measures proposed: (1) change in 
energy consumed; (2) change in pollutants generated; and (3) land 
freed for or removed from alternative use. 

Utilizing all of these thirteen criteria and relating them to objec- 
tives and performance standards established by the board of directors 
for the entire system, each route would be analyzed for its economic, 
social and environmental contributions. Upon review of these fac- 
tors, the routes would be placed in one of five categories ranging from 
routes to be continued—category 1—to routes where all factors sug- 
gest discontinuance—category 5. 

Complementing this internal decisionmaking process is Amtrak's 
plan to solicit public comment for proposed route or service change 
proposals when appropriate. These comments would be incorporated 
in Amtrak's route and service analyses. In special cases involving 
proposed route discontinuances it may be determined by the board of 
directors that a public hearing is necessary. The board of directors 
would receive a summary of the hearing for use in making the final 
decision on the discontinuance of such a route. 

We believe the data developed in the application of these criteria 
will provide Amtrak with a much more objective basis for making 
decisions on routes and services. Yet, there obviously will remain an 
element of judgment, particularly in weighing social and environ- 
mental considerations which of course cannot always be precisely 
measured in dollars or other terms. We firmly believe, however, that 
the proposed criteria accurately identify the relevant considerations 
and specify the pertinent information needed to make these decisions 
in a way that best serves the public interest. We do not see any way 
tliat they could be made more precise or more comprehensive with- 
out making their application impossibly complex and burdensome. 

I^et me here insert, Mr. Chairman, that this task of preparing cri- 
teria for the use of the Amtrak board was indeed a most painstak- 
ingly undertaken task in which members of the Amtrak board and 
their consultants and the Amtrak staff participated at great length. 
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I should say, as I said to the membei'S of the Amtrak board -when 
we were deliberating these criteria, that we in the DOT and in the 
Federal Railroad Administration have indeed taken a hand ourselves 
at trying to outline appropriate criteria. I would suggest to you in 
your deliberations as to whether or not the Congress should accept 
these criteria, that providing criteria of this nature is an extremely 
difficult task if you are both to set forth the type of information you 
need for an objective judgment and yet leave the decisionmaker suf- 
ficient leeway, and sufficient opportunity to apply the judgmental 
factors whicli indeed must be applied to reach the appropriate de- 
cision. 

Many of these elements are simply not susceptible to mathematical 
balance and to come up with criteria that are exclusive of some of the 
judgmental factors I think would not be wise. 

Accordingly, the Department believes that the proposed route and 
service criteria, applied as described by Amtrak, are responsive to 
the intent of Congress. Through judicious and responsible application 
of these criteria, the Amtrak board of directors should be able to 
evolve a system of services which will provide the maximum public 
benefit per Federal subsidy dollar within the limits of the corpora- 
tion's annual appropriations. 

This completes my prepared remarks, I would be most happy to 
answer any questions you may have. 

Mr. RooxEY. Thank you. Jlr. Secretary. Do you think there is any 
possibility that Amtrak will be discontinued because of the lack of 
participation by the American public? As I underetand it 2 percent of 
the American public travel on Amtrak lines. Have you given that 
any consideration ? 

Mr. BARNUM. I think that Amtrak does indeed provide a very use- 
ful service in a significant number of intercity markets. I find much 
merit in some of the remarks made by Mr. Van Deerlin earlier with 
respect to the ability of Amtrak to provide a service on short haul 
intercity markets in areas where we are running out of land with 
which to build more highways or may soon be running out of airspace 
in which to fly shuttles, such as the New York to District of Columbia 
market. In the Northeast corridor there is a demand for rail passenger 
service, and there may be such elsewhere in the country where Am- 
trak can provide an invaluable service. 

How much beyond that kind of system we should be spending the 
taxpayers' dollare is another question. 

Mr. RooNEY. I don't know whether or not you are familiar with the 
study that was done by tiie Continental Trailways, but they say 
Amtrak short haul routes are its biggest losers. Would you like to 
comment on that, either the Administrator or yourself. 

Mr. BARNUM. I think you have to consider in what terms they the 
biggest losers and who is the loser. We are actually talking about the 
taxpayer who is the loser in the sense that it is either higher per seat- 
mile or passenger-mile or per passenger cost that leads to that con- 
clusion. But it is also in those very corridors where there may not be 
available in the future alternative forms of transportation and where 
the taxpayer would in fact be the net gainer if we were to have, for 
example, New York to District of Columbia rail passenger service 
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that would decrease the need for Federal investment in additional 
highways or Federal investment in additional airports. 

In other words, I don't think the dollar is the only test by which 
we should measure whether a route is a loser in the way that I think 
the Continental Trailways report would suggest is the criteria to be 
used. 

ilr. RooxEY. In other words, you are saying that you do not sup- 
port their criteria. 

Mr. BARNUM. That is very emphatically so, I suggest it is a very 
diflScult task to determine criteria sufficiently precise in what we are 
looking for as the basis upon which judgments will be made, and yet 
allow sufficient room for judgment to be exercised by the Board of 
Directors of Amtrak which does represent a variety of interests, in- 
deed as required by tiie statute and the body to which I would have 
the Congress delegate this authority to select particular routes. 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Van Deerlin also alluded to transcontinental 
service. What about the long-haul service? Do you agree with this 
concept? People today just don't have the time to travel between Los 
Angeles and New York or Washington by transcontinental trains. 
They are more concerned about time. Do you think we can continue 
to support this type of service ? 

Mr. BARNUM. That is certainly true that they are not going to take 
the time and apparently they are not prepared to pay the cost of hav- 
ing the trains. 

Amtrak has made some experiments with changing fares to attempt 
to recapture its losses arising from inflation and other increases, such 
as fare increases. But in many instances it has found that the demand 
for their service is so relative Melastic that they gain no revenue as a 
result of the fare increase. If tliat is true and I think it is particularly 
true with respect to some of the long haul routes, then the people who 
insist they be maintained are not willing to pay the price of main- 
taining and in fact they should be required to resort to other forms 
of long haul transportation that are available. 

The airlines, for example, could very easily accommodate the rela- 
tively small increment in the long haul markets that termination of 
intercity passenger service might create within their existing flight 
patterns without increasing their load factor much above their exist- 
ing levels. Consider the Los Angeles to Seattle market. You are talk- 
ing about 15,000 annual passengers on intercity rail whereas there are 
at^ut 368,000 passengers annually flying between Los Angeles and 
Seattle. 

Now, the load factor for that air route is about 60 percent. It would 
be very easy to accommodate those additional 15,000 passengers now 
going by train on the existing empty seats between Seattle and Los 
Angeles on the air system, and that does not even look to the alternate 
forms of transportation tliat the intercity bus industry provides. 

So I don't know if we are net gainers by insisting on preserving 
some of these long haul routes that are not very well patronized. 

Mr. RooNXY. Do you think it is possible to reorganize Amtrak in 
such a way that it can provide the basic intercity service and yet be 
profitable ? 

Mr. BARNUM. I think it all depends on what you mean by this 
basic intercity service.. 

6B-OT4 O - 7S - 2 
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Mr. RooxET. I think basic intercity service is between San Diepo 
and Los Angeles or between my own district and Lehigh Valley in 
New York and it is between Boston and Washington. That is what 
I am talking about. 

Mr. BARxrsr. I think if you would do that I would have to get out 
a list of tlie markets that would be preserved on that basis. 

Mr. RooxEY. Have you ever thought about it ? 
Mr. BARXUM. I have indeed and that is one of the things that trou- 

bles me with the list of routes that was submitted. When we first 
talked about Amtrak reducing their operating losses next year to 
$378 million, a list was prepared by Amtrak. Amtrak proposed that 
list because they interpreted the congressional intention in setting up 
the basic system in 1970 and 1971 as Ijeing a requirement for a nation- 
wide network of rail passenger service. 

I have very serious doubt that we can indeed have a nationwide net- 
work of rail passenger service and have that  

Mr. RooxEY. Then we would have to change the statute. 
Mr. BARXUM. The statute does not literally require a nationwide 

network. It simply requires a basic national system and if that were 
interpreted by the Congress to mean rail passenger service where 
appropriate and wliere potentially self-sustaining. I tiiink you could 
do it under the existing statute, but you would have to clarify the 
intention. 

Mr. Roox^EY. I am very much concerned about Amtrak. I think it 
is an essential part of our transportation system in this country. But 
Mr. Secretary', how would you propose to restructure Amtrak so this 
would be achieved? 

Mr. BARXUM. First: I would give to the Board of Directore, as I 
believe the Congress intended when it first laid on this requirement 
for railroad carriers, the authority to proceed under the criteria which 
the Board of Directors has proposed. 

Second: I think that we do need to proceed in the next few years 
with the program which Amtrak has embarked upon for moderniza- 
tion of its equipment. One of the ways in which Amtrak has a chance 
of turning the corner is by increasing its productivity and by in- 
creasing the number of passengere that they are able to carry on the 
equipment that they have or the new equipment. Tliis is indeed the 
purpose of some of the bilevel equipment that we are looking at using 
outside of the East. It is clear as they do expend capital and improve 
and modernize their equipment, they are going to be a more efficient 
operation. 

At this point, Amtrak is very much at the mercy of the railroads 
over which it operates, to be sure. They have a contractual obligation. 
The railroad is obliged to maintain its property over which Amtrak 
is operating by contract with that railroad in the condition in which it 
existed on May 1, 1971. But several of the railroads have not been 
able to do that for financial reasons, such as the Penn Central. 

Other railroads have not maintained some of these lines over which 
Amtrak is operating. The bill which you sponsored and which I 
commend your committee and the Congress for adopting last week 
to permit the railroads of the Nation to rehabilitate tiu'ir properties 
has a provision for $200 million which would specifically authorize 
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loan guarantees. That kind of financial assistance to the privately 
owned railroads of the Nation will indeed gain dividends to Amtrak. 

Those are the principal new initiatives, if you will, that I foresee 
for Amtrak. There are other initiatives with respect to increasing 
productivity, cutting costs and some fare experiments that would like- 
wise be of assistance to Amtrak. 

Mr. RooNEY. Tliank you very much. We appreciate your being here 
today, too, Mr. Hall. 

Mr. BARNUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooNEY. Our next witness will be Dr. Donald P. Jacobs, chair- 

man of the board of directors of Amtrak. Accompanj'ing Dr. Jacobs 
will be Mrs. Mary Head and Mr. Paul Reistrup, president of Amtrak. 

STATEMENT OF DONALD F. JACOBS, CHAIRMAN, BOABD OF DI- 
RECTOBS, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 
(AMTRAK), ACCOMPANIED BY MARY HEAD, VICE CHAIBMAN, 
BOABD OF DIRECTORS; PAUL H. REISTRUP, PRESIDENT; AND 
ROBEBT P. NEUSCHEL, CONSULTANT 

Mr. JACOBS. With your permission, we have another gentleman with 
us, Mr. Robert P. Neuschel of McKinsey & Co., who took part in the 
development of the criteria. 

I want to begin by thanking the members of the subcommittee for 
allowing us to come here and testify before you today on the question 
of the route criteria. I have a prepared statement and I am prepared 
to enter that statement into the record and not read it, since it vir- 
tually repeats what has been said, and in no way disagrees. I, there- 
fore, think that the Committee's time could best be used in a dialog 
between my colleagues at the witness table and myself and the com- 
mittee, rather than listening to the statement that I prepared. 

Mr. RooNEY. Without objection. 
[Mr. Jacobs' prepared statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF DONALD P. JACOBB, CHATBMAN OF THE BOABD, NATIONAL RAILROAD 
PASSENOEB COSP. (AMTRAK) 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: I am grateful for the opportunity 
to discugs with you and the Committee the Criteria and Procedures for making 
Route and Service Decisions. The Criteria were submitted by the Amtrak Board 
of Directors to the Congress on October 29 of last year in compliance with the 
Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975. The criteria and procedures provide an es- 
sential analytic framework for making reasoned decisions on the components 
of the nation's intercity railroad passenger service. Both the criteria and their 
application can benefit from the fullest public discussion. 

I would like to outline for the Committee how the Amtrak board has at- 
tempted to relate the proposed criteria to the Congresslonally enacted legisla- 
tive goals for Amtrak service. 

The Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 provided for the first time an or- 
ganization—Amtrak—with a charter to focus its total energies on revitalizing 
intercity rail passenger service throughout the United States. The objective was 
to reverse the steady decline of rail passenger service that had taken place 
since World War II. The Act and subsequent amendments have provided guid- 
ance on the goals the corporation should seek to achieve. 

The Board summarized these goals as follows: 
1. Provide modem, safe intercity rail pastenger service.—This goal is taken di- 

rectly from Title I Section 101 of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, in 
which the Congress declared that "modern, eflScient intercity rail passenger 
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service Is a necessary part of a balance transportation system." The board rlews 
this statement as Implying that Amtrak route and service criteria and evalua- 
tion process should be structured so that priority consideration Is given to the 
continued provision—rather than the reduction or elimination—of service. 

2. Develop and maintain an integrated national rail passenger system.—This 
goal, also taken from Title I, Section 101 of the 1970 Act, describes the Intended 
scope of the Amtrak system I.e., one that is national and interconnected In Its 
service. 

3. Operate efficiently on a "for profit" basis.—This goal originates from Title 
III, Section 301 of the 1970 Act, which states that "the corporation shall be a 
for profit corporation." Amtrak has not made a profit in its first years of exist- 
ence. However, consistent with this goal, the Amtrak board and management 
strives through all decisions, including those pertaining to route or service 
changes, to Improve financial i)erformance so that the Corporation's resources 
are used in the most efficient manner. 

4. Reduce congestion, conserve energy, and preserve the environment.—This 
goal, which is referred to in numerous places In Amtrak basic legislation, has 
received Increasing national attention. Trains and routes with only marginal 
ridershlp do not significantly reduce congestion or conserve energy, at the same 
time these low use routes contribute substantial per passenger mile financial 
losses. The board feels that the most fundamental way that Amtrak can contri- 
bute to this goal Is by providing an attractive alternative to highway travel. 
The criteria provide a methodology to give the Amtrak board and the Congress 
understanding on where the maximum contributions can occur within a national 
route structure. 

5. Serve the public convenience and necessity.—This goal, explicitly stated In 
Amtrak's original legislation, stems from Amtrak's special obligation as a public 
sponsored corporation funded substantially by the Federal government. It im- 
plies particularly that the route criteria should lead to full consideration of the 
impact of proposed service changes on the public. 

Up to now, route and service decisions have been decided by four entities: 
First.—Amtrak management, which analyzes the performance of current and 

proposed routes and may suggest route additions or discontinuances to the Am- 
trak board. 

Second.—The Secretary of Transportation who by law has designated ex- 
perimental routes under the provision of Section 403(c) of the Act and who is 
also resx>onslble for conveying appropriated funds to Amtrak for operating 
and capital purposes. 

Third.—The Interstate Commerce Commission, which has been charged with 
the responsibility for approval or disapproval of proposed discontinuances. 

Fourth.—The Congress, which has mandated that certain routes or services 
be continued for specified time periods, which also provides the approval to ap- 
propriations for capital and operating funds, and which represents both the local 
and national interest In the service the system provides. 

I believe the proposed arrangement will result in Improvements by locating 
more responsibility directly with the Amtrak Board. 

The thought that the Amtrak board should in fact be given the full respon- 
sibility to define Amtrak's routes and services was supported during Congrres- 
slonal hearings related to the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975. Testifying on 
behalf of the Administration, Mr. Asaph Hall, Administrator of the Federal 
Railroad Administration, stated: 

"The end result of this diffusion of authority (concerning route and service 
decisions) has been to reduce the Corporation's ability to manage its affairs 
in pursuit of the commonly agreed objectives; namely to foster Intercity pas- 
senger service based on sound transportation decisions. The time has come 
when we must recognize that regulatory and political control over Amtrak's 
management flexibility In offering services are counter-productive. The decision- 
making process must be more clearly and solidly vested in the entity responsi- 
ble for providing the transiwrtation service-Amtrak." 

I believe there are a number of reasons for Congress to more clearly vest route 
decisions In the Amtrak board. But I also believe Congress should provide the 
ground rules and the constraints on such decisions. The criteria and procedures 
proposed permit this. In the final analysis Congress must oversee Amtrak's 
board decisions to insure that the public Interest Is served. 
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Thus, the Congress stated in the Act that "within 120 days after the date of 
enactment of this subsection, the Board of Directors of the Corporation shall 
study, develop, and submit to the Secretary, to the Commission and to the 
Congress an initial proposal setting forth criteria and procedures under which 
the Corporation would be authorized to add or discontinue routes and services." 

The Amtrak board intensively addressed the definition of the criteria and 
procedures, devoting the major portion of each board meeting from June through 
September. In addition, we set up a task force of Amtrak statt and personnel 
from McKinsey and Company to assist us in making a probing analysis as a 
basis for developing the criteria. Finally, the board held a special and lengthy 
meeting in August for the sole purpose of formulating the proposals now under 
review. The board considers these criteria and procedures as fundamental to 
the determination of Amtrak's development for the future. 

The report we have submitted fully describes the criteria and procedures the 
Amtrak board would use if Congress accepts the proposal. If I may, I will sum- 
marize these criteria briefly: Economic criteria includes measuring the im- 
pact of a route or service on current and projected financial status. Using both 
current and projected financial data this impact will be measured by: (1) the 
financial contribution of the routes or services in terms of financial gains or loss 
per revenue passenger miles; (2) the total financial contribution of the route or 
service to Amtrak's overall financial performance; (3) the financial impact of 
making a route or service change on connecting parts of the system; (4) the in- 
cremental capital investment requirements to either maintain or change serv- 
ice; (5) and the percentage return on each increment of capital Investment. 

Amtrak has been making route profitability studies for about a year. The 
methodology used was developed in concert with the accounting firm of Price 
Waterhouse and the Federal Railroad Administration. I am convinced we can 
apply the proposed economic criteria in a sound and professsional manner, recog- 
nizing they must be evaluated in light of a route's contribution to social values 
and Its environmental impact. Social criteria involves measuring the impact of 
a proposed route or service change on the population directly served and on 
current and future ridership. This impact will be determined by: (1) the total 
population that is sufficiently near the route to take advantage of the service; 
(2) the number of individuals who rode or would ride the train at least once 
during a given year; (3) the population that would be deprived totally of rail 
passenger service (in case of a discontinuance) or that would receive service 
previously not available (in the case of an addition) ; (4) the availability of al- 
ternative transportation (airplanes, buses, and highways) to accommodate the 
passengers not provided with rail service, and thereby whether the route or 
service would contribute to or reduce traffic congestion or have a significant 
financial impact on other modes and (5) the probable Increase or decrease in 
accidental death and injuries that could result from a route or service decision. 

The data on social criteria is difficult to gather, quantify and judge. It is also 
possible that with exi)erience Amtrak could expand on the social factors bearing 
on route decisions. The procedures call for direct solicitation of public views and 
a careful assessment of dislocation especially where services might be reduced. 
It will require some period of time to collect, weigh and quantify pertinent social 
data, but I believe the criteria and procedures provide a sound beginning 
formula. 

Environmental criteria involves measuring the impact of a route or service on 
energy consumption, air quality, and land use. The impact will be measured by: 
(1) the change in energy consumed if actual or potential Amtrak riders used 
some other mode of transportation; (2) the change In pollutants under the same 
circumstances; (3) the amount of land that would either be freed for or re- 
moved from alternate use by the proposed route or service change. Building 
such a bridge in our route judgments between economic, social and environ- 
mental considerations breaks new ground, but we feel the need is critical to our 
time. 

The board believes that the criteria and procedures as defined meets the 
intent of Congress. We anticipate that the system of routes and services defined 
by the future use of these criteria and procedures can be fully responsive to 
the public need for Intercity rail service. We think our proposal offers an attrac- 
tive and rational alternative to the current way of making such decisions. 
Therefore, in anticipation of Congressional approval of these criteria, Amtrak 



management has begun to develop internal procedures for gathering the neces- 
sary factual data. The board will review these procedures and join Amtrak 
management in developing a reliable and workable process. Methodologies In 
use or proposed are scheduled for presentation to the board at their first meet- 
ing following these hearings. 

Lastly, the board is very much aware that the current criteria and proce- 
dures do not specifically address how weighting of economic, social and en- 
vironmental variables will be undertaken. After much discussion, the board 
decided against any mechanistic approach to weighting or to allowing a condi- 
tion where any one criteria relative to another could be consistently overridden. 
Each set of decisions will have to be addressed very carefully. 

There is provided in Section 3 a priority ranking system as required by 
404(c)(1)(F). Obviously we expect judgments and approximations will be 
necessary including consideration of any given route change in context with a 
"balance" standard established for the total system. Great care has been given 
by the board to our decision-making procedures to assure direct board involve- 
ment, systematic evaluation and ranking, positive service improvement and 
public involvement. 

We fully expect as we gain experience that our procedure and methodologies 
will improve and that we will want to propose new and different criteria from 
time to time. We are particularly hopeful that the public hearings provided in 
the procedures will serve as a useful source of information from all concerned 
parties and we have provided that a written public document summarizing 
these viewpoints be made. 

Any number of reasonable route planning scenarios can present themselves— 
Including situations now faced by the Amtrak board In its policy responsibility 
to make the decisions necessary to operate within the funds provided for FY 
1977. It Is in this context that I see the application of these procedures having 
an immediacy and I therefore hope the Congress will take the necessary action 
to permit their application to the problems at hand today. 

If the criteria are approved, we will, of course, keep Congress and this Com- 
mittee fully appraised of these further steps at implementation. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared remarks this morning, and I am 
prepared to attempt to make any further clarifications the Committee may 
request. 

Mr. RooNET. There is not a day, Dr. Jacobs, or for that matter a 
week that goes by that I don't liave some complaint about Amtrak 
and its service. I will start this colloquy between you and the com- 
mittee by asking you—and this happened just yesterday—I have 
been bombarded witli all sorts of letters. Are you really going to ban 
dogs from the train ? Perliaps I should address that to Mr. Reistrup. 

Mr. REISTRUP. I think I had best answer that. We are not banning 
dogs from the trains, but we are putting them where they should be. 
I am a dog owner. In fact, I have 2, a 13-year-old mix and a 7-year- 
old very pure beagle. They have never ridden on the train and if I 
did take them on fiie train they would ride in the baggage car in the 
appropriate carrier ratlier than in the passenger compartment of the 
train. 

We have allowed them in the sleeping cars in the past and when 
the passenger gets off on one of these longer trips and the new pas- 
senger gets on, they then get to share the room with what the dog 
left there. So we are in the passenger business basically and we will 
accommodate the animals where they belong. 

Mr. RooN-Er. But you will have accommodations for cats? 
Mr. REISTRUP. Yes; in the baggage car. 
[Amtrak "Pet Policy" follows:] 
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Amtnik RESERVATIONS MANUAL 
 QfFlCEty 

GOVT. AFFAIRS 

7 05 - TRAVEL WITH PETS AND ANIMALS 

BACKGROUND ON NEW POLICY 

AHTRAK is required by federal law to keep passenger coaches 
and sleeping accommodations sanitary and free from objectionable 
odors.  This is according to Interstate Commerce Commission 
regulations governing Adequacy of Intercity Passenger Service, 
49C.F.R. 1124.19 and 20. 

In addition to the federal law, AMTRAK, as a matter of normal 
concern for the benefit of all passengers, endeavors to provide 
a clean, comfortable, objection-free environment on all trains. 

The presence of pets in passenger accommodations, however, 
has created, and does create, problems of sanitation and odor which 
make it difficult and costly for AMTRAK to provide an environment of 
the right quality.  AMTRAK must often sanitize accommodations and in 
some cases replace upholstery to restore passenger carrying equipment 
to usable condition.   This work entails substantial cost and, more 
importantly, removes the entire car from service while the work is 
done. 

At the same time, AMTRAK recognizes the importance of providing 
transportation for pets.   Pet owners need transportation service 
and look to AMTRAK to provide reasonable pet-carrying facilities. 
To provide service to our many pet owning customers and at the same 
time allow AMTRAK to comply with the law and meet the needs of all 
our customers, a new pet policy has been developed. 

During the initial period when AMTRAK is applying this revised 
pet policy, we anticipate a certain nvimber of misunderstandings and 
complaints.   For exeunple: 

... The passenger who has already taken a pet to 
Florida and confronts the new policy on his return; 

... The person who has been taking his pet free into 
a sleeping car and must now face the cost of a 
container and be separated from his pet during 
the trip, etc. 

For all unusual requests, you are authorized to contact the 
following Headquarters number for a solution:  JOHN IIARG RAVES: 
FTS 654-3535.   If Headquarters is closed, the District Super- 
intendent will make a decision. 

We believe the revised pet policy is a realistic decision of 
a difficult problem.   It is up to AMTRAK now to make it work. 

1737776 
i.lZI5Z75 

NHPC  t3!> II 73) 
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705 - TRAVEL WITH PETS AND ANIMALS  (contd) 

GENERAL POLICY 

Beginning on February 15, 1976, AMTRAK will now accept pets and 
animals on its nationwide rail system in baggage service only. 
Dogs (except guide dogs*), cats, and other domestic pets will no 
longer be allowed in any passenger car.   All animals accepted for 
shipment must be accompanied on the train by the passenger.  (Animals 
will not be shipped alone.)   Pets and animals traveling wholly within 
the U.S.A. do not require certificates of vaccination; animals checked 
into Canada or Mexico, however, must have a current rabies vaccination 
and proof thereof.   Pets or animals are naturally prohibited on 
trains where the baggage car is sealed. 

First class passengers may ship a pet by providing a suitable 
container, or purchasing one from AMTRAK.  There is no excess baggage 
charge for this service for first class passengers. 

Coach passengers will continue, as they have been, to provide 
or buy a container, and will pay for the total weight, pet and 
container, as excess baggage. 

•NOTE:  Guide dogs traveling with blind passengers are permitted 
on any AMTRAK train in any accommodation.  (See 703.1 for 
information on blind passengers.) 

ACCEPTANCE IN BAGGAGE CAR 

Pets or animals in well-ventilated containers can be checked 
on any train that has a baggage car; accordingly, the origin and 
destination cities must provide checked baggage service.  (Refer to 
current Baggage Circular for more information.)  If there is no 
regular baggageman on the train, pets may still be carried. 

Passengers traveling with animals may supply their own suitable 
containers for carriage.   AMTRAK also has pet containers for resale 
to passengers; they have been placed in 24 major stations listed 
below.   These containers are provided in three models: 

Model 
Model 110 
Model 1200 
Model 1400 

Dimensions  
i2"w X i8"L X   n< 
18"W X 26"L X 19"H 
24"W X 36"L X 27"H 

Cost 
$ 5.00 
$20.00 
$30.00 

All above prices do not include state sales tax. 

imw C»"eH» 

NfWC IK II 731 
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705 - TRAVEL WITH PETS AND ANIMALS  (contd) 

DEPOT STATION FOR PET CONTAINERS 

Albany/Rensselaer, 
Albuquerque, NM 
Boston, MA 
Chicago, IL 
Denver, CO 
Detroit, MI 
Houston, TX 
Jacksonville, PL 
Kansas City, HO 
Los Angeles, CA 
Miami, FL 
New Orleans, LA 

NY New York, NY (Grand Central) 
New York, NY (Penn Station) 
Oakland, CA 
Philadelphia, PA 
Pittsburgh, PA 
Richmond, VA 
St. Albans, VT 
St. Louis, MO 
St. Petersburg, FL 
San Diego, CA 
Seattle, HA 
Washington, DC 

Arrangements can be made to supply pet containers to other 
locations on a request basis.  Send a HG message to the nearest 
depot station where containers are stored.   Give the passenger's 
name, address, and home telephone number.   Copy the message to 
the station where passenger will be boarding.   When the container 
arrives from the depot station, the lead baggage clerk, or equivalent, 
can notify the passenger.   Be sure to show the model n>mber of 
the container desired.   Since the time needed will vary with 
distance and frequency of train service, be sure to allow enough 
time. 

VISITING PETS EN ROUTE 

The train baggageman, or station personnel, in some cases, 
are available to handle baggage at the stations.   Downline stations 
should be advised when pets are traveling in transit so that 
station personnel can check the condition of the animal and supply 
water.*  The animal may be exercised by the owner at those regular 
train stops where the layover time is at least 10 minutes.  Passengers 
wishing to visit their pets en route may do so when safety and 
operating conditions permit by making arrangements with the train 
conductor. 

*NOTE:  It is the passenger's responsibility to see that the 
animal or pet is provided with adequate food. 

RESTRICTED AMTRAK CITIES AND TRAINS 

Some AMTRAK stations are served only by bus connection; others 
do not have checked baggage facilities.   Accordingly, pets can 
never be checked as baggage to these stations.   Here are some 
examples; 

^SFT m'Mz 



20 

705 - TRAVEL WITH PETS AND ANIMALS  (contd) 

RESTRICTED AMTRAK CITIES AND TRAINS (contd) 

San Francisco, CA (bus connection) 
Helena, MT (bus connection) 
Altoona, PA (no baggage facilities) 
Johnstown, PA (no baggage facilities) 
Tacoma, WA (bus connection) 

In addition, some trains have peculiarities in their operation 
which do not allow for shipment of pets: 

1. Metroliner trains have no baggage service and are therefore 
unable to accept pets; a similar restriction applies to 
other short-haul, all-coach trains. 

2. Empire State Express (63/64) - BOF-DET-BUF - no pets accepted 
in baggage car because it is sealed crossing Canada. 

3. Silver Star (81/82, 81-91/92-82) - no pets checjted as 
baggage to Lakeland, Tampa, Clearwater, or St. Petersburg, 
Florida.  (Baggage service goes to Eastcoast Florida 
Station and Miami.) 

4. Adirondack (68-76/63-69) - NYG-MNT-NYG - no baggage car. 
Pets may not travel into or from Canada (pet may travel only 
within the U.S.A.) 

For 'further assistance in determining whether baggage service 
exists at a particular city on a train's route see Baggage Circular 
16 under specific train number. 

NON-AMTRAK ROUTES 

The following is a list of cities where pets may not be chec)ced 
as baggage on the Southern Railway System: 

Concord, NC Manassas, VA 
Culpeper, VA Monroe, VA 
Eutaw, AL Poplarville, MS 
Gastonia, NC Purvis, MS 
High Point, NC Reidsville, NC 
Lexington, NC Slidell, LA 
Livingston, AL Thomasville, NC 

Southern's handling of pets as baggage are slightly different 
from AMTRAK's.   Southern bases their charge on the first class 
passenger fare, a minimum of 50 pounds gross weight; this is then 
scaled to a table in the Southern Baggage Tariff. 

The Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad permits pots in 
private room accommodations only.   Dogs or other pets will not be 
handled in baggage service. 

• KM 711 

c.n«.123BZ75 >L.0292 
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705 - TRAVEL WITH PETS AND AMIMALS  (contd) 

NON-AMTRAK ROUTES  (contd) 

As an added note of information on the Chicago, Rock Island, and 
Pacific Railroad pets may accompany passengers in private room 
accommodations operating only on the "Peoria Rocket". 

On the Canadian and Mexican trains, pets may also be checked only 
as baggage.  Mexican travel of pets requires a health certificate 
indicating current rabies and distemper shots.  This certificate must 
be stamped by a Mexican Consulate before travel into Mexico at a 
small additional cost. 

BOSKS 

Pets (except for seeing eye dogs) are not permitted on any buses. 
This includes charter buses operated solely for AMTRAK passengers. 
Passengers with pets must provide their own transportation on such 
routes to their final destination. 

RESERVATIONS PROCEDURES 

In making reservations for people planning to take a pet with 
them, there is one very important point to remember;  Is there 
baggage car service to the passenger's destination from his intended 
boarding point.  As the procedures stand now, no baggage car, no 
pet.  Baggage Circular #6 and supplements is the final source for 
this information. 

COST AND LIABILITY 

The charge for coach passengers to ship a pet In baggage service 
will be the AMTRAK excess rate shown in table A of Baggage Edition 
12, subject to a minimum collection on 50 pounds or S3.00, whichever 
is greater. 

AMTRAK liability for a single shipment of cats or birds in 
crates or cages, including empty crates, shall not exceed $25.00 each, 
with no excess valuation allowed.   The liability limit for one or 
more dogs in one crate is $25.00, unless excess valuation is declared 
when the pet is checked.   Excess valuation will be charged at the 
rate of $1.00 for each SIOO.OO value or fraction thereof; a maximum 
valuation for one crate is $300.00. 

NRK: 135 tl 73) • 
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Mr. RooNEY. In your criteria report, Dr. Jacobs, you mentioned 
that the goals of Anitrak appear to be conflicting and you say on one 
hand Congress states that they want an intercity rail passenger serv- 
ice whereas on the other they called for a for-profit corporation. 

I have two basic questions: (1) How do you reconcile these goals ? 
and (2) because of the present economic conditions, should Congress 
change its policy and give more weight to the economic rather than 
the social implications 'i 

Mr. JACOBS. I would like to distinguish, to begin with, between the 
long run and the short run. This follows on the question that you 
asked the Secretary which is close to this question and his response to 
this question. That is, when Amtrak came into being it inherited a 
set of equipment that was old and not well cared for and in very bad 
condition. 

It inherited a track system with roadbed that in the eastern part 
of the United States and other parts of the United Staes was not 
in condition to carry passengers, and because of that, the fact that 
it could not provide decent service or the service that it would like 
to have provided to the American citizens— they were being badgered 
continuously by passengere for what we all believe to have been very 
bad service, and then we had a very bad esprit among our work 
force. 

Now, there has been an attempt of the management and the Board 
to upgrade all these various components that are required for a first- 
class passenger service, and this will take time. 

I thought when you were asking me that question you were going 
to tell me about the daily letters that you get. You know as well as 
I there are frequent breakdowns. 

Mr. RooxEY. There was a 4-hour breakdown between Philadelphia 
and Washington yesterday. 

Mr. JACOBS. But very frankly, these sorts of things are on the up- 
grade; that is, the service is improving and that is very important 
to understand. New equipment has been ordered and some of it is 
on the road now. Othere are coming on every daj' and more is on the 
production line. We think that the work force has been improved. We 
think that the problem with the maintenance of the equipment is 
being improved. 

We at first contracted for maintenance. We are now starting to get 
control of our destiny. That means that some of the deficits that we 
see will be eradicated by improved-service, but that doesn't mean that 
these passenger services in the long run will ever be able to turn a 
profit. It is our belief that an intercity passenger service that is na- 
tionwide will be a deficit service. It will have to be subsidized in some 
way by the public, because we see this in every countiy that has pas- 
senger service. 

This is not a private corporation in the sense tliat it is owned by 
stockholders who expect a profit. It is a quasi-public corporation and 
tlie major question that faces tiiis lx)dy as well as the Board of Direc- 
tors is what level of deficits are approved to maintain an intercity 
passenger service in this country. 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Hefner, do you have any questions? 
Mr. HEFNER. I think you answered my question about the dog. I 

have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. RooNET. Dr. Jacobs, would it not be better to have to develop 
an intermodal system of transportation in whicli the aspects of pas- 
senager service coordinate with the other modes of passenger service, 
ratiier than head-to-head competition between the various modes like 
you have today. 

Mr. JACOBS. Actually, I would like both. I believe that there ought 
to be competition in transportation. At the same time, I do believe 
that there ouglit to be a cooperation among the various modes so that 
the public can be best served. But I don't want to eradicate all com- 
petition. I think it is beneficial to have alternate modes available to 
the consumer. 

Mr. RooNEY. My next question is why are the bus companies in 
this country making so much money and at the same time you are 
losing so much ^ Here you have private enterprise versus government. 
Perhaps I should direct that question to Mr. Reistrup. 

Mr. REISTRUP. I think it might better be addressed to the bus peo- 
ple when they appear before you. Our most recent figures showed that 
on handling passengers, even the buses are losing money and they are 
making it up in the package express and so forth. 

Mr. RooNEY. I don't understand tliat. Would you explain that a 
little further? 

Mr. REISTRUP. I may have some figures with me. I did see some 
figures that showed that the passenger portion of the bus operation is 
not profitable. I would think that tlie bus people could tell you 
whether that is right or wrong. They know their figures better than 
I do, but I was made aware of tliat. 

It is very difficult to make money in the passenger business. Eastern 
Airlines is an example of this. 

Mr. RooNEY. Forget about the airlines, let's get back to the buses. 
The buses do nothing other than deliver one body from one area of 
the country to another, so it is a passenger service and they are mak- 
ing money. 

Mr. REISTRUP. They have a very extensive freight business of small 
packages and mail and so forth. 

Mr. RODNEY. Have you ever thought about that idea ? 
Mr. REISTRUP. Not until recently. Amtrak was set up basically to 

be a passenger service and it was felt that one of the reasons the rail 
passenger service was not good in this country prior to 1971 was that 
so much of the activity was in handling mail and express, baby 
chickens, nursery stock for gardens, and so forth. Since Amtrak has 
a purpose and appears to be here to stay, Amtrak did enter into the 
mail business. The business is growing every year, and we are handl- 
ing U.S. mail where it does not adversely affect the passengers. And 
also to a minor extent we are in the package express business. 

Perhaps we have not been aggressive enough, but the Congress has 
to determine the destination of Amtrak before we go too far in that 
field. Our basic business is passengers. 

Mr. JACOBS. In one way or another, all modes of transportation in 
this country are subsidized. The interesting thing about Amtrak is 
the subsidy is out front. You can be sure what it is with a fair degree 
of accuracy. I think that it is difficult to do with other modes of trans- 
portation, which are subsidized in different ways. I am not sure what 
the level of subsidy is between these various modes. 
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I think it would be a worthwliile area for study. We ought to study 
things a little more, but I think certainly that on something that has 
a high social priority as transportation does in our Nation, that we 
ought to try to study the total subsidy of the various modes of trans- 
portation. 

Mr. REiSTRur. I think this bears checking. My figures are that $145 
billion or so in highway expenditures since 1921—in total, all 
through the past years—have not been recouped by the trust fund 
investment—— 

Mrs. HEAD. It seems to me there is an answer to the question of why 
we aren't able to make money when the buses do. We came into lieing 
with this shambles that we inherited and tried to run a passenger 
service witii all the old cars and track—we were forced to take what 
was there. There were no open production lines where we could order 
new cars. So by the time we got geared up we were just getting new 
equipment. 

So it is not fair to compare one mode with another in terms of mar- 
ketability when we have had nothing to market. We know it is not 
something that many people would choose as it is now. So I think that 
once we get into where it is a choice for a passenger when they are 
forced back to the train l)ecause of the gasoline shortage, we want that 
experience to Ije good enough tiiat tliey are going to come back volun- 
tarily. But they are not going to do that imless the equipment is good, 
there is some reasonable schedule and the ride is confortable. 

Mr. RooNEY. We were doing a survey on Amtrak's operation in 
Seattle last year and it cost my committee $20 to send a 1-pound box 
from Wasliington to Seattle. So maybe you ought to explore that a 
little more. 

Mr. NEUSCHEL. I think you have raised a very fundamental ques- 
tion tiiat we ought to be trying to answer as a Nation; that is, indeed 
what is the true cost of various forms of transportation. There have 
been a number of studies done, although I am not aware of a de- 
finitive study whicii truly lays out the cost to the total American eco- 
onomy of various forms of transportation. I know if you look at the 
surface cost it will say one thing, but I am not sure that that reflects 
the true cost. I do believe that at some national level we ought to look 
at the true costs before we commit ourselves to developing a great 
deal more on rail transportation and highway transportation. We 
need to find out what is the best thing for us as a Nation to do and 
I don't think those facts have surfaced in a definitive study. 

Mr. RCKJNEY. I recognize tlie gentleman from North Carolina. 
Mr. HEFNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is a hypothetical 

question. If you were equal in equipment with the buses and your 
track was up to date, in your opinion could you compete and make 
money on an equal footing witli the bus people? 

Mrs. HEAD. Because railroad costs are so difficult to keep down, our 
otiier hope for improvement in this deficit or cutting the deficit is to 
raise tlie revenue. I do think we could raise the revenue considerably 
because given tlie good track and good service, people do seem to 
want to ride the trains. 

When we put a new train on from Chicago to Detroit, the ridership 
went up 70 percent a month. I think people prefer trains to buses in 
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some cases because tliey are not confined to a chair. But I do think 
tliat the Congress should make that decision about wiiether Amtrak 
should continue runs which are competitive. But I don't think the 
judgment should be made l)efoi-e we are competitive in the market- 
place. 

Mr. JACOBS. The board has attempted to redesign equipment as an 
attempt to hold down costs and to give the operational aspects a 
chance to develop Ix^tter revenue figures. 

Mr. HEFNER. As to buses carrying small parcels, do you think 
there is a way for Amtrak to carry this type commodity that would 
add to revenue and would not lie a financial burden? 

Mr. JACOBS. We do now handle some of this traffic and we are trying 
to build it up where we think the route is going to stay in operation. 
We found that we are spending much less money in handling the 
traffic tlian it cost us to provide the service. Additional expenditures 
of $50,000 were spent in our most recent study to handle the business. 
We already have the people in the station, and so forth. We have not 
been as aggressive as we might be, but our basic interest has been in 
the passenger business, and we think this should be a byproduct. The 
board reviewed this business and it really is a byproduct. 

Mrs. HEAD. Our main goal is to be a passenger service, so if we have 
to cut costs everywhere, it is justifiable to put out a big advertising 
budget trying to attract passenger service. 

^Ir. HEFNER. One other question: You mentioned the advertising 
budget. What are you budgeted for advertising for Amtrak? 

]\Ir. REISTRUP. Roundly $25 million per year now. It is about 2 per- 
cent, roughly. 

Mr. NEUSCIIEL. 1.8. 
Mr. HEFNER. IS that commission to an agency? 
Mr. JACOBS. It is right now on the basis of a competitive bid and the 

selection of a new agency this past year—it is in the hands of an 
agency named Needham, Harper & Steers. They also handle Mc- 
Donald's hamburgci-s. We figure, if they can sell 16 billion hambur- 
gei-s, they can get people on the train. They do not handle our pack- 
age express, however. That is in the hands of a different agency. 

Mr. HEFNER. AVould that be better consolidated with one agency 
than having two agencies? 

Mr. JACOBS. I l)elieve so. We have a contractual time we have to 
live out. 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Santini ? 
Mr. SANTINI. Tliank you, Mr. Chairman. I didn't have an oppor- 

timity to share your testimonial comments and perhaps this issue is 
covered and if so, please excuse me. I would like to review your finan- 
cial status for just a moment now. 

What was the cost of operation versus profits versus bottom line 
operation in the last fiscal year? 

Mr. RooNEV. If the gentleman will yield, there were no profits. 
"Mr. SANTINI. Somebody must have lx>en taking it in. 
Mr. REisTRrp. I don't have the financial data before me. As I recall, 

it was $328 million, but we will provide you with the precise figure. 
I get mixed up lietween calendar and fiscal year. We do our books on 
both bases and we have to because we report to the ICC as a railroad, 
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so we do an annual one which we have just finished and we do the 
fiscal year. 

Mr. SANTINT. Do you have the 1973 figures ? 
Mr. REISTRUP. Not with me. 
Mr. SANTINI. Do you have the 1974 figure in approximation ? 
Mr. REISTRUP. NO, I can tell you that up through 1973 the deficit 

did not grow significant!}'. With the huge increase in ridership in 
1974, the deficit skyrocketed and then it tapered off. 

Mr. SANTINI. Tliat seems anomalous to me. 
Mr. REISTRUP. The answer was that the riders came at the time 

when we were already at the peak of our ability to use this old and 
dilapidated equipment, and as we tried to use it more intensively, it 
broke down and service deteriorated. We had a large increase in rider- 
ship, which we weren't prepared for. The new equipment wasn't there. 

Mr. SANTINI. Does anybody know what the 1974 deficit was ? 
Mr. REISTRUP. It was roundly $275 million, plus or minus, but we 

will supply you both the calendar and fiscal year deficits for those 
years. Had I know we would get into this data. I would have had a 
budget man with me. 

[The following table was received for the record:] 

REVENUE, EXPENSE, AND DEFICIT FOR THE CALENDAR YEARS 1971-75—NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORP 

[In thousands of dollars] 

>1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

RavMiw                  JlOl $162 
309 

(202 
360 

J257 
529 

$252 
Corts                    196 606 

D«flcit                     95 147 158 272 354 

> Rtfltcts opintini mulls from May 1,1971, through Dec 31,1971. 

Mr. SANTINI. I am very much interested in trying to do whatever 
we can legislatively to be of assistance to you, liecause I think the 
passenger service represents the key to travel versus the private auto- 
mobile in this country. 

Have you had an opportunity to review the President's budget fore- 
cast with regard to the Amtrak appropriation ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Yes, sir, I have, Mr. Santini. 
Mr. SANTINI. What would be the impact if the budget forecast were 

adopted by tlie Congress with regard to the future operation of 
Amtrak ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. The route structure would be significantly reduced. 
Tlie budget reduction would be in the neighborhood of $82 million in 
operating budget. In order to comply with the congressional mandate 
that this be an intercity system in the U.S., we would have to tie to- 
gether the United States in a skeletal system, and that is about all that 
would remain, plus the Northeast corridor. The only routes tliat re- 
main would be run from the East Coast to Chicago via Pittsburgh 
over the Broadway Limited route; the route from New York to 
Florida, a line from Chicago to Los Angeles, one from Chicago to 
Seattle, one from Chicago to New Orleans and then tying those to- 
gether. New Orleans to Los Angeles and on up to Seattle. The only 
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remaining operations would be those that are subsidized by the States, 
the 403(b) operations. That is all that would remain. 

Now, that was just our staff effort at seeing what miglit happen in 
complying with the law as we interpreted it and yet stay inside that 
budgetary constraint. 

Mr. SANTINI. Is this $82 million figure consonant with the recom- 
mendation that you made to tlie Department of Transportation, to 
OMB for the fiscal needs tliat you would have? 

Mr. REISTRUP. It is substantially lower. We estimated $440 million 
would be the required appropriation for the fiscal j'ear 1977. You, see, 
fcrence, really, is the inflationary pressure to a large extent. You, see, 
wiicn the cost-to-revenue ratio is 2 to 1, which is the nature of this 
business, and with high inflation, particularly if you get to double 
digit inflation, the costs at Amtrak go up some $70 million a year. This 
is impossible to recoup from the fare box, short of being counterpro- 
ductive and chasing away more passengers than we have riding the 
train. 

We try to raise the prices as far as we can and not be counterpro- 
ductive; to get as much money out of the rider as we can and still 
have some kind of increase in ridership. 

Mr. SANTIXI. What reduction would the implementation of the 
tentative 1977 budget have in terms of percentage of service you are 
now offering? 

Mr. REISTRUP. It would reduce tlie route mileage considerably more 
than it would the effect on the number of passengers handled because 
the Northeast coi-ridor is about 40 percent of our business. So the peo- 
ple affected would not be so great as the route mileage, but tlie route 
mileage reduction would be something on the order of 10,000 miles, 
as I recall. I would want to doublecheck that figure also. Tliat is a 
little high. It is about 25,000 miles now and more than half of it comes 
off. So it would be something on the order of let's say a 10,000 to 
15,000 mile reduction. 

Mr. SANTINI. Wliich would be what, 35 percent of the existing miles 
that you are now serving? 

Mr. REISTRUP. More than that, more than half. I will get exact 
figures and provide you with the exact mileage reduction. 

[The following information was received for the record:] 

ROUTE MILES OPGBATCD 

(1) Total route miles operated = 25,408. 
(2) Number remaining of routes noted In Secretary Coleman's letter were 

dropped = 13,895. 
(3) Total number of route miles dropped = 11,513 (45.3%). 
(4) Floridian cost break out attached. 

Mr. SANTINI. Can you predict the job loss that such a reduction 
would result in? 

Mr. REISTRUP. 4,000 Amtrak jobs and 5,000 railroad jobs—it will 
be hard to estimate precisely the railroad jobs, but that is pretty close. 

Mr. SANTINI. Did you have an opportunity at all to read an inter- 
esting article in the Rocky Mountain News that dealt with the trip 
the Denver Zephyr took on the Amtrak line? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Yes. 

68-064—76 
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Mr. SANTINI. I don't think the Lewis and Clark expedition had a 
touglier time getting tlirough. Are those problems indigenous to your 
attempts to cut costs and the use of old equipment, and is tliere any- 
thing now being done to rectify tlie problems? 

Mr. REISTRUP. I would say—and my colleagues can comment too—I 
think it is more tlie old equipment than it is the cost-cutting effort be- 
cause we really have been trying to give attention to maintenance. My 
last ride on that train from Reno to Omaha unannounced was almost 
perfect, although we did have a steam leak. But fortunately it wasn't 
bad enough to have the train freeze up, but the next train might have 
been in trouble. 

Tlie cars are about 25 years old, and in cold weather with high 
winds, it is almost impossible to heat them and once they begin to 
freeze up, the whole train can get frozen. So it is basically the old 
equipment. 

AVliat I would suggest to the Congress is that in weighing Amtrak's 
future that it protect the investment that it has made already. You 
have invested in 792 cars, very few of which are yet running. 115 
of them, the new Amfleet cars, are all that are involved today of the 
new equipment which has been delivered out of an order of 492. Until 
those new cars are out in the land and people are riding them, T don't 
think we have a true test, nor do we have tlie full test that the new 
Amfleet brings us—lighter weight^-55 tons compared with 70 for 
an old car—and also up to 74 seats compared with as few as 40 seats 
in our old coaches. So the energy cost per passenger mile and per seat 
mile are greatly reduced. 

Mr. SANTINI. Have there teen any efforts by Amtrak to invite busi- 
ness entities or municipalities withm counties you are now servicing 
to involve themselves in promotion of package tour programs, which 
would liopefully add an outside business stimulus to travel on your 
trains? 

Mr. RErsTRUP. We have done a good bit of tour promotional ac- 
tivity and in some cases tied it to having an automobile available at 
the end of the journey. 

Mr. SANTINI. Such as the New York—Florida ? 
Mr. REISTRUP. But also now in Texas, "Week on Wlieels" and we 

have them all over the country and some of these do involve combined 
activities with tlie localities. I am thinking in particular of the Wil- 
liamsburg area where there is always a cooperative effort. 

I would say that we probably have not done as much of this as we 
could in many locations. It is a Ibig countiy. 

Mr. JACOBS. But it also really waits upon the advent of this new 
equipment which will give us something to crow about and to provide 
the soi-t of convenience and service that the customer will enjoy. 

Mr. SANTINI. Under your present timetable, when will the 729 
service be involved ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. Mid 1078. all of them. 
Mr. RooNEY. Would you say that equipment that was purchased 2 

years ago was relatively new or new ? 
Mr. JACOBS. Absolutely new. 
Mrs. HEAD. Most of our fleet is 25 years old. 
Mr. RooNET. What are you going to do with these one-bathroom 

sleeping cars? 
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Mr. JACOBS. The board debated at the time of ordering, and the 
final configuration on those cars—tliese are bi-level cars—is not fully 
determined. We are now awaiting tlie determination of whether or 
not we can run them as sleepers, v ery frankly, there was some con- 
cern that, with the standards that are imposed on waste disposal, 
whether or not we should have sleeper service on transcontinental 
service. 

Mr. RODNEY. ^Vliy did you order them ? 
Mr. JACOBS. They can be converted to coaches prior to the time 

that the final decision is made. 
Mr. RooNEY. None have been delivered ? 
Mr. JACOBS. Not until January 1977. The sleeper is basically de- 

signed similar to the slumber coach in earlier eras. The restroom 
problem really revolves around the environmental controls which 
now, in the rail reorganization legislation, have been changed. 

We are seeing if we can't make a last-minute change to adjust to 
the possibility. However, you run the risk that the environmental con- 
straints will be changed back again and once the car is built it is not 
the time to be putting in what we call the "contained toilets." To have 
one of those chemicals appurtenances inside a sleeping room is, I 
think, beyond consideration. It is just a different car from the old 
sleeper, wliich was really of a different design. There is more tlian one 
restroom in this new sleeping car, I should add. 

If I recall the design, tliere were at least six, and they were on the 
order of dressing rooms as well as toilets. 

Tiie railroad will be hampered by any legislation which does not 
allow us to have the sleeping car-type accommodation that the Ameri- 
can public is used to on the rails in the future. We were very con- 
cerned about this. 

Mr. KooNEY. I thank the gentleman from Nevada for yielding. 
Mrs. HEAD. The Buscii Gardens people and Williamsburg people 

down there have been trying to find ways to ^t people down to their 
area because they are expecting added millions of people and they 
can't get any more cars in tlieir parking lot. So here they are. ready 
to bring them down, and don't have any equipment. So we are limited 
by this number of cars that we have and we cannot do anything else. 

It is very frustrating when you have that opportunity and a local 
business that wants to help and you can't respond. 

Mr. SANTINI. Unless you could persuade Williamsburg to have a 
train. 

Mr. HEFNER. If you had all the money that you needed, could you 
obtain cars now ? They are not available, are they ? 

Mrs. HEAD. They are on order now. 
Mr. HEFNER. Equipment is not available now if you had all the 

money you needed ? 
Mr. JACOBS. There is a long leadtime between ordering and pro- 

duction. 
Mr. HEFNER. Would the gentleman yield further? 
You say you have a 4-year leadtime when you purchase. What kind 

of contracts do j^ou get? In 4 years, the price increase is 8 percent 
yearly, and that is 32 percent more. 

Mr. REISTRTTP. With the Budd Co. order, and those are for the 492 
single-level high-capacity cars: that is a fixed-price contract and it 
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was in increments. However, there was an order of 57 and an order of 
200, an order of 35, and the last was an order of 200. That last 200 
was fixed-price. The Piillman-Standary order, 235 bilevel cars, is with 
an escalation in it. The car companies, some of them, have gone out 
of business, particularly in the commuter car area l>ecaHse of this long 
leadtime, and they just stopped producing. St. Louis Cars is no longer 
producing. AFC used to produce passenger cars, but they are out of 
business. 

It is \'ery hard to get someone interested in building a railroad car. 
Mr. HEFNER. It is not exactly like Defense contracts. 
Mr. SAXTIX[. Botli tlie ICC and the Department of Transportation 

criticized tlie criteria for discontinuances of routes, because at no 
point would the criteria be raised, in any ty)>e of objective manner, to 
rank the routes. After the ICC and the DOT, you did not specifically 
have a ranking system set up. 

Did you submit this criteria to Congress, which would illustrate to 
iis in some fashion or anotlier a ranking of the routes? 

Mr. JACOBS. The Secretary of Transportation testified that he 
heartily endorsed the criteria that we did recommend, and what we 
have done is we have developed a process for ranl^ing which we be- 
lieve does give you a ranking procedure. 

Mr. SAXTINI. There seems to be a list of criteria, but I hardly think 
they represent a ranking criteria. It doesn't afford any basis for ap- 
plying a qualitative Judgment. As I recall, the principal sliortcoming 
is the apparent failure to offer a specific metliod for ranking routes 
in their order of priority. Although the application of the final cri- 
teria to each route and train will enable a ranking system to develop, 
we think that some effort should be made by the Amtrak board to de- 
fine what such a ranking system may be and wliat \ise it may have. 

One of the purposes, it seems, wovild be to inform the public, and 
certainly the legislative bodies, of the way the Corporation intends to 
move in expanding or contracting tlie national system. 

Mr. JACOBS. The Board wrestled long and hard with an attempt to 
develop these criteria, and wo are firmly convinced that tliere is no 
imiquely correct way to rank, and if we tried to find one formula as 
a i-anking formula, it would be criticized on a number of grounds. 
There arc too many variables on this type of detennination to choose 
one that is uniquely correct. 

The Board, therefore, developed what they l^elieved to l)e a process 
for ranking that takes into account tlie various variables that must 
be included in this procedure. We believe that we have come up with a 
process for ranking that will give us the sort of decisionmaking 
ability that is required to optimize the system. 

Mr. SAXTIXV. YOU liave given us 22 considerations that we could 
reject or accept witliout any suggestion of priority. Even the board 
concedes that a ranking system witliout priority Avould be, with the 
preoccupation the Congress imposes, rather difficult for us. 

Mr. JACOBS. I would suggest that it would bo interesting at this 
point to look at Exhibit 5 in the legislating criteria. If the answer 
is yes, then the recommendation is to continue. If tlie answer is no, 
then we have to ask a further question. Are the future economics satis- 
factory ; that is, let's look into the future. We don't want to discon- 
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tinue a route that will turn out to bo socially or economically desir- 
able in the future. If the answer is yes, then we continue with the con- 
cerns for the future that may cause us to change in some way. But if 
the answer is no, we don't want to say, "Are there any ways that we 
can make this service justifiable on economic grounds?" Are there 
ways that we can iipgrade, can we promote, can we change frequency ? 

If we do sometiung that will allow this to become an economically 
feasible route and if there are, then we will revise the service in this 
way and continue the route. 

But if the answer is no, then we go on further and we ask the ques- 
tion, "Well, before we recommend that this service be abolished, what 
about the social and environmental considerations and benefits from 
this route?" We then try and assess the value socially and environ- 
mentally. 

If the answer then is that the social and environmental Ix-nefita 
override the additional cost, then we will support continuation. If, 
however, the answer there is no, then we would recommend discon- 
tinuance of the route. 

We think that is a process by which we can take into account the 
various factoi-s tliat impinge a service such as Amtrak which is not 
fullv private but does have social and environmental characteristics 
to it. 

Mr. SAXTINI. "Wlio is supposed to engage in tliis metaphysical ex- 
ercise in judgment? I don't know that too many memliers of the com- 
mittee or the Congress can assume the burden. 

Mr. JACOBS. "^Vliat is really important here is this set of criteria 
forces the Amtrak management and the Board to gather that data to 
make the determination about economics in step 1; to make the deter- 
mination as to tlie forecast of the economics in the future, step 2; 
then go on to step 3, to do the demand forecasting and the other things 
that have not lieen done very well prior to tliis time. Then, to take into 
account—in a very concrete way to set down in an orderly fashion the 
social and environmental benefits, and, frankly, if none of these are 
known, to make tiie hard decision and say this route should be dis- 
continued. 

Mr. SANTIXI. Are you going to put together a proposal that will 
encompass this process in specific terms ? 

Mr. JACOBS. Absolutely. 
Mr. NEUSCHEL. In the beginning, tlie Board gave serious considera- 

tion to a mechanistic approach which, in effect, woidd have estab- 
lished something similar to a job evaluation system; that is, for cer- 
tain performances or conditions of the route you get certain points 
and that you add it up, and if it equals more than 250, you kept the 
route. Less than that 250, you got rid of it. 

A lot of thought was given to that, and the difficulty is that in all 
the wisdom of the board, it was unable to say what is the exact quali- 
tative relationship. You do something of a comparison between the 
energy or the low pollution to the atmosphere, as compared to the 
profits or loss of the route and none of us were able to decide that you 
could have a precise relationship and, therefore, in order to get aroimd 
that problem, which I think is similar to some of the complexities 
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that you face in the House and the Senate when you have many dif- 
ferent pressures, many different points of view and constituencies, 
as the board does liere, to try to balance them. It is pretty difficiilt to 
weigh the pros of one segment versus tlie cons of another. 

You can't get it into mathematics, as there is no reasonable way to 
do it here. As a result, the board elected—and I tliink it was the only 
sensible way to go—to set up a process that would, for instance, ex- 
amine five so-called economic criteria. If you look at those economic 
criteria for which tlie board was going to tlien sot standards, and tliese 
standards will be set, for instance, with financial contributions for 
revenue passenger-mile, is the board willing to accept in tenns of a 
deficit. 

Second: "WHiat kind of total financial contribution makes sense from 
an economic point of view ?—and to go on and ask: What is the finan- 
cial impact of continuing part of this system, the cost of additional 
investments for a new route or new service on a route—and finally: 
"VVHiat is the return on that investment? 

By forcing the management to go through that process, the board 
can rank the routes in terms of their relative economics; and ob- 
viously those which tend to be at the bottom end of the economics are 
the ones you would not keep on an economics basis. 

On the other hand, you will not be fair, because a couple of the 
routes that do not show up good economically are terribly important 
for some social reasons; therefore, it seems that there is no sensible 
way to say, for any criteria, you would simply eliminate it, on the 
ground that you would be creating grave injustices to some segment 
of society. 

So the board will be involved at the key points throughout the 
process and will exert a judgment where judgments have to be exerted. 
However, they are going to do it with an awful lot of facts, and I 
think that is tlie important part of the process. Does that help to 
answer tlie question any? 

Mr. SANTINT. Some. 
Mr. JACOBS. "What really is important here is that for the first time, 

the board is forced to gather this type of information that is required 
to make a reasoned judgment, and that we won't be flying by the seat 
of our pants or skirts. 

Mr. RooNET. I will now recognize the gentleman from Kansas. But 
before I do recognize him, I want to compliment him for reassessing 
his decision to resign as the ranking minority member of this sub- 
committee, because, Mr. Skubitz, you have contributed much to this 
committee, and I am very happy that you have made this reconsidera- 
tion. I am very happy to see you back again with us in 1976. 

Mr. SKUBrrz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry the television 
folks am't here right now. How will my constituents ever know that 
I am back here? 

Mr. Reistrup, I don't apologize for not being here, because I hadn't 
intended to come in the first place. The gas bill is on the floor today 
and that is of vital importance to me and to my constituents, both 
producers and consumers. But the word came over indicating that Mr. 
Rooney was here alone and because of my deep affection for the chair- 
man, I felt I should come over and make an appearance. 
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Mr, Reistrup, I tuned in one evening on—I believe the program was 
Issues and Answers—in wliich you were part of the listening audi- 
ence, Mr. Currey, from the Greyhound Co., was there. 

Mr. REISTRTJP. Mr. Currey, is from Continental Trailways. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. He talked so fast and so often I couldn't even get his 

name. There were a number of questions raised during that discussion 
that I had hoped he would permit you to at least attempt to answer, 
but he chose to answer them himself. 

I have listened to the discussion here, Mr. Reistrup. I haven't had 
a chance to read the testimony, but I want you to Imow that as one 
member of this committee, I frankly don't expect you to make any 
money. I thought we made that pretty clear on the floor when we 
had the Amtrak bill up once before. 

A lot of the arguments when we created Amtrak were that it was 
for profit. I tried to make clear that I doubted very much Amtrak 
would be a profitmaking organization, but I thought there were serv- 
ice features involved that justified the Congress supporting Amtrak. 
I still feel that way. 

"WTiat I expect the Amtrak people to do is cut down on some of 
the expense in the operation so that we don't have these large deficits 
that are building up. With that, I would like to ask that question: 
What have you done about cutting expense ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. We have done a considerable job, and I think we 
can do even better as we begin to get more and more of the new 
equipment, so that we do not have to—cannot be—really wasting our 
money and the taxpayers' money patching up the junk that really 
shouldn't be running anyway. 

But we have taken out during this recessionary period a sum of 
$28 million in round numbers from our operating budget. We are 
running way under our revenue projections, because ridership is 
below what we projected, and we have been able to make ends meet 
and not come back for supplemental appropriations. 

We are trying to take out an additional bite right now. Our actual 
budget reduction for this year, which the board approved, was $20 
million. 

We have done such other things—and this is peanuts—^but we have 
closed the executive dining room. That doesn't save much money, but 
it is apparent to everyone in the Amtrak management that we are 
not going to have that kind of thing. 

Mr. SKTTBrrz. That sounds about like President Johnson turning 
out the lights in the bathroom. 

Mr. REISTRUP. We have made a considerable reduction in the on- 
board service crews. When I arrived on the scene 11 months ago. the 
crews were pretty much based on the size of a dining car and the 
train, not on liow many people were on it. 

I recently rode a train that had only two waiters in the dining cars, 
and there are some that even have one. When we have hefiA'y passenger 
loads, we expand the crews. We have been trying to adjust the crew 
levels to the passenger load. 
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If we get down to one coacli on a train and it fails along the way, 
then there is no place for tlie passenger to go with tlie proper heat 
or airconditioning. So we are running many "insurance" cars in the 
trains. I can show the number of these to you, just so if there is a 
failure, we can move people into another car. I would say that in 
assessing the leverage that is available to us, we are talking probably 
15 percent. 

I would like to see another 15 percent come out that would get rid 
of the deficit. 

I know tlie Department of Transportation believes that if we invest 
the money on tlie Northeast corridor we can begin to return not only 
the operating costs but the capital tliere. 

Mr. SKUBFTZ. Have you liad any conferences at all, and if so. how 
many with tlie Post Office people about hauling the mail? It couldn't 
be any worse than it is today. 

INIr. EEISTRUP. I have met with the Postmaster Greneral personally 
with the head of our marketting group. 

ilr. SAXTTXI. If tlie gentleman will yield on that point. You have 
your example set in your executive dining room. You might persuade 
the Postmaster General that would  be  a nice example, too. 

Mr. REisTRrT. We have a man in charge of our mail activity who 
is very well qualified, and he is in constant contact with the mail 
people. Our business is growing. 

Mr. SKITBITZ. Are you hauling any mail at all ? 
Mr. REISTRTTI'. Yes, roundly $0 million worth a year in revenue for 

1974 and about $7.5 million in 1975. It could be a lot more. We have 
tried, and the Board has agreed with me, to spend our time and 
money improving the ride of the passengers, rather than on the cars 
to handle the mail. 

Mr. STCFBITZ. I have no obiection to tliat, liecause I think, as a 
matter of reducing expenses, that this is one area where the Govern- 
ment should operate as one. rather than two different entities. I +liink 
tliere is definitely a place in liere for the hauling of the mail. I like 
the ways thev do it in England. They stop at a station and the mail 
is on and off just as fast as any passenger. 

This can easily be done. I don't want you to stop and pick up milk 
cans or tliinffs like that. If you need some help, I would like to chin 
in, because T bare no use for the Postal organization, anywav. I think 
th.e liest vote I ever cast was when I voted against the Postal Author- 
ity- 

^fr. RKisTRtrp. We are planning to do l^etter, and we will ask for 
your help. 

^Ir. SKmiTZ. All this talk about new equipment sounds fine, but 
I don't buy it. I think the new equipment is necessary', but I don't 
see it as the key to your problem. I think the key to it is impairing the 
tracks. I don't see any sense in buvinc: trains that go 150 miles an 
hour on a track that will only permit 10 miles-an-hour operation. The 
old trains are good enough for that. 

What are you doing about fixing up the roadlieds? 
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Mr. REISTRUP. About 40 percent of Amtrak's operation is on the 
now-banknipt Penn Central, wliich will be reorganized probably 
April 1st into ConRail, as part of the legislation that both Houses 
approved. We, I think, have made jointly measurable progress with 
Penn Central in this past year. We will be reducing the running time 
on the Broadway and the National Limited. 

We have some railroads that have not lived up to their contractual 
agreement in maintaining the track, and we have taken legal action 
in those cases. The work is proceeding on one line and I am told that 
it is just about on schedule. WHiere it is off, they are doing a little 
more work than we had programed of a different type, but in effect, 
they are carrying out the project. 

Mr. SKFRITZ. Would you care to list the railroads that are giving 
you difficulty ? 

Mr. REISTRFT. Well, I can tick off some of those that we have had 
difficulties with: Penn Central was number one. We have some prob- 
lem with the Boston & IVIaine. We have frequent washouts up there. 
Illinois Central Gulf, which was part of an arbitration decision. We 
have had some difficulty also on portions of the Chessie System. We 
nm on what used to be a freight railroad there, and we are detouring 
from the Penn Central. There have not been passenger operations on 
that track since 1948. 

Mr. SKunrrz. I don't expect a railroad company to go out and try 
to repair their track in order to have passenger trains. I have said 
that time and again. I tliink they have an obligation to keep tlieir 
tracks up where they can operate an economic rail system; anything 
alx)ve that is to get the tracks fixed. 

I hope to take a look at it. If you don't get any help from the 
Secretary, let me know about it, will yon? I happened to pick up a 
copy of "Forbes" magazine, dated Decemlier 1.5, 1073, and I am gomg 
to read to you because I am going to ask you a question right after 
that. 

Every evening at 9 o'elock Amtrak's Florldlan leaves Union Station in Chicago. 
It clicks along at about 40 miles an hour. Real carnations are on the dining 
table and yon can get a full-course dinner for $G.45. 

After 22 stops and 37 hours, the 12-car express pulls Into St. Petersburg, 
Florida. By the time the traveler gets there, a plane traveler would have en- 
joyed a day and a half of sunshine and fun. Not surprising, only about 200 
through-route passengers ride the Florldlan on a typical day. 

I can understand that, but your new equipment is not going to 
solve the problem. You are still going to run at 40 miles an hour. 
Whenever someone shells out $120 for a Chicago/St. Petersburg run, 
Amtrak is subsidizing his trip to the tune of $264. The Government 
could save money by giving each of those unhurried customers first- 
class air fares, plus $100 to spend at tlie beach. 

I don't expect you or the pianos or the busies to keep up with 
Amtrak. This is a mode of transportation that would help us in the 
field of energy and mass transportation so we don't have to lay thou- 
sands and thousands of miles of slab while we can get people off the 
I'oad and back on the train. 
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You are not going to do that until yon get the trains moving. I 
would like to know if every seat on the Floridian that left Chicago 
was booked first-class, second-class if you have it, standing room, re- 
served seats, puUman, roomettes, from Chicago down to St. Peters- 
burg would you make any money or would you still operate at a loss. 
There is no sense attracting any passengers on that train if it is 
operating at a loss. This new equipment goes out the window at this 
point. Any more passengers miglit reduce the losses some, but you 
still couldn't operate at a profit; isn't this correct? 

Mr. REISTRFP. That is correct. 
Mr. SKTTBITZ. I want you to list for me for the record what the 

cost breakdown is that causes us to suffer the loss. 
Mr. REisTRtrp. We will do that. 
Mr. SKHBrrz. I don't think tins committee could be helpful to you, 

or I don't think you will be able to explain to those people that tliere 
are some phases of this that you can't cliange without either legis- 
lating or now conferences or new contracts or what-have-you. 

Mr. REISTRUP. We will provide information. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. When can we get this into the record? 
Mr. REISTRTTP. I would say in 1 week's time. We have ]'ust been 

going over a lot of this data; for instance, maintenance of equipment 
expenses that we pay to the railroads for their doing our work. 

^fr. SKmrrz. Would you break tliis down? 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

PROFIT AND LOSS AND EXPENSE COMPARISON 
THE SOUTHWEST LIMITED VERSUS THE FLORIDIAN 

Figfures are provided for both the Floridian trains (Chicago-Florida route) 
and the Southwest Limited trains (Chlcago-Ijos Angeles route), for comparison 
purposes. 

ROUTE PROFIT AND LOSS COMPARISON: THE SOUTHWEST LIMITED VERSUS THE FLORIDIAN—FISCAL YEAR 1975 

Southwest 
Limited Floridian 

Dollars per train mile 

Southwest 
Limited Floridian 

Revenues: 
Transportation  J17,958            $4,200            Jll.O?              J3.59 
Food and beverage  1,598                  570                  .98                  .49 
Mail and express  861              1,203                 .53               1.03 

Total revenues  20.417              5,973              12.58               5.11 

Route expenses: 
Direct route expense: 

Train  15,858 
Facility  2,149 

Route allocated expenses: 
Facility  3,668 
Equipment maintenance  3,264 
Depreciation  788 
Other  388 

Total route expenses  26.115 19.979 16^09 17.09 

Route contribution to corporate overhead  (5,698)         (14.006)            (3.51)           (11.98) 
Corporate overhead  6,529              4,995               4.02               4.28 

Prolit(loss)  (12.227)         (19,001)            (7.53)           (16.26) 

10,145 
1,710 

1,611 
3,681 

552 
2,280 

9.78 
1.32 

2.26 
2.01 
.48 
.24 

8.68 
1.46 

1.38 
3.15 
.47 
1.95 
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DETAILED COMPARISON OF EXPENSE: THE SOUTHWEST LIMITED VERSUS THE aORIOIAN 

Fiscal year 1975 sxpenss 

Southwest 
Limited Florldian 

Expense per train mile 

Southwest 
Limited Florldian 

Direct route expenses: 
Train: 

Amtrak on-board services: 
Salaries  $4,805 
Benefits    1,204 
Supplies  1,682 
Other  372 

Railroad: 
Enginemen (train)   1,217 
Fuel  2,045 
Trainmen  1,367 
Train supplies  1,560 
Employee health and welfare  193 
Avoidable cost.  371 
Risk liability  30 
Retirement and unemployment.  1,012 

Total train  

Facility: 
Amtrak station services  
Railroad: 

Maintenance of way   
Transportation  
Station employees  
Station supplies  
Servicing train locomotives..  
Avoidable costs  
Rents  

Total fedlity  

Route allocated expenses: 
Facility: 

Amtrak: 
Operations  
Station services.  .. 
Procurement  
Ticketing.  

Railroad: 
Yardmaster and cleilt   
Avoidable costs   

Total facility , 

Equipment maintenance: 
Amtrak (lOinsas City)   
Railroad: 

Maintenance of equipment..  
Locomotive repairs  
Car repairs  
Employee health and welfare..  
Avoidable costs  

Total equipment maintenance  

Depreciation: 
Car  
Locomotive  

Total depredation  

Other: 
Traffic  
General  
Avoidable    
Tax accrual  
Incentives  

Total other  

Corporate overhead   

Grand total  32,644 

C,325 ».97 $1.99 
582 .74 .50 
367 1.04 .31 
136 .23 .12 

1,296 .75 LIl 
1,313 1.26 1.12 
1,187 .84 1.02 
1,432 .96 1.22 
212 .12 .18 
321 .23 .27 
54 .02 .05 

920 .62 .79 

15,858 10,145 9.78 8.68 

1,262 262 

464 
470 
51 .... 
54 
198 
69 
142 

.78 

.16 

.10 

 ."oi" 
.23 
.03 
.01 

.22 

259 .40 
170 .40 
5 .04 

22 .05 
381 .17 
42 .06 
8 .12 

2,149 1,710 1.32 1.46 

1,789 568 
562 
120 
68 

279 
14 .... 

1.10 
.57 
.41 
.16 

.02 

.49 
931 .48 
667 .10 
255 .06 

25 .24 
1 .01 

3,668 1,611 2.26 1.38 

GO 

104 
591 

2,710 
87 
189 

.04  

.06 

.56 
1.19 
.07 
.09 

99 .09 
914 .51 

1,932 2.32 
106 
153 

.07 

.16 

3,264 3,681 2.01 3.15 

429 
359 

278 
274 

.26 

.22 
.24 
.23 

788 552 .48 .47 

18 83 
78 
20 
90 

2,009 ... 

.01 

.15 

.01 

.07 

.07 
241 .07 

:       19 .02 
110 .08 

1.71 

388 2,280 .24 1.95 

6,529 4,995 4.02 4.28 —_ - ..— 
24,974 20.11 21.37 
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Mr. SHTTBITZ;. I am glad you mentioned the first year, because I took 
up a matter of tiying to get a route out of Kansas City to Tulsa, 
Okla., hoping that Amtrak would wake up to the fact if they would 
take one railroad and prove it was profitable, it would give some of 
us that backed Amtrak an opportunity to say, "Look what Amtrak 
can do." But no, you sent a couple of bright boys down there that 
talked about that as if there were still 150,000 people in Kansas City 
and didn't figure out the potential riders all tlie way through. 

Mr. SANTIXI. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SKITBITZ. Yes. 
Mr. SANTINI. YOU do not have one passenger route that is profit- 

able? 
Mr. REisTRrT. We do not have any that are making a profit. Not 

if you allocate expenses to the routes in addition to the direct ex- 
penses. Direct expenses are the cost of running the train, plus the 
stations along the route, and we do not have those runs that do make 
money on that basis. For instance, the Soutliwest Limited Chicago/ 
Los Angeles brings in more money than it costs directly to operate 
the train. But when you begin covering the costs of the shop to main- 
tain the equipment of the train, and so forth, then even that route 
loses money. 

Tlie Metioliners are close to breaking even, but even they are in 
the red at this time. They wer piofitable for a while, but they have 
run on some pretty bumpy track and they are just costing a hor- 
rendous amount to maintain. 

Mr. SKUBrrz. The reason T want a breakdown is because I would 
like to know if we can bring the losses, the deficits in line with the 
costs. If we can't we are in trouble. We can't keep operating this way. 
I don't know any way to lie h.elpful until we know what the costs 
that yoii have no control over are. I asked this question of Amtrak 
people about the route from Chicago to California and, incidentally, 
that was probably as pleasurable a trip as I have ever taken, because 
you were operating on the Western Railroad and the Santa Fe main- 
tains this equipment on that route, also. They do a fine job of it. 

But this Floridian line, I was going to make the ride once, but 
some of the fellows talked me out of it. 

Mrs. HEAD. Even the article admitted that the Floridian is the 
worst. 

Mr. SKTTBrrz. Let's take the Chicago and California. I would like 
to know if both trains are booked to capacity all the way through, 
with the highest possible rate you can charge them, not someone get- 
ting on and someone getting off, how much will you take in now and 
what are your costs? 

Mre. HIEAD. We will do this. 
IVIr. RooNEV. Will the gentleman yield ? 
Mr. SKtiBrrz. One of your folks gave me a report, and they talked 

alx)ut maintenance costs and operational costs, but they didn't get 
down to the nms. 

Mr. RooxET. If every passenger seat was occupied on every train 
every day. 365 days a year, Amtrak would lose $75 million a year; is 
that right? 

Mrs. HEAD. That is about right ? 
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Mr. SKUBITZ. Where do you get the $75 million ? 
Mr. RooxEY. I read "Forbes." 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Are some of these losses things that Amtrak can do 

something al)out, and if they are, what authority does Amtrak have 
to have in order to improve them, or what can the Congress do about 
it? It makes no sense to keep operating tlie way we are. We would 
be better off to subsidize the old railroad companies and let them 
take this thing over under your observing eye, Mr. Reistrup, and help 
make up some of tlieir losses by subsidizing. 

Another question. I was looking over the criteria and tlie proce- 
dures and find they are not only for tlie establishment of routes but 
for the discontinuance of routes? 

Mr, JACOBS. Tliat is correct. 
Mr. SKUBrrz. I notice you break this down into three categories, 

economic, social, and environmental; is that correct? 
Mrs. HEAD. Correct. 
Jlr. SKUBrrz. I kind of like that. I like this idea, but I am going 

to warn you a little. If you go back to the old Rooseveltan daj's— 
and I was around when they were here— and the Corps of Engineers 
was wanting to build dams all over the country so they wouldn't have 
to lay anyone off, and so we had the old line of cost benefit. You know, 
they couldn't build enough dams. And so, one of the wise guys down 
in the Roosevelt administration suggested that he had a new thought, 
a new dimension to it. They called those the intangible l)enefits. 

Don't misunderstand; I am glad tliey put them in or we would 
have only one dam in Kansas. I am serious about it. These were for 
recreation and wildlife. If you didn't have enough benefits, then you 
threw in a little bit of fish and wildlife, and this kind of thing, and 
that brought the benefits up. 

"Wliat bothers me is that when politicians get in on the game—and 
I include myself with this group—they go down because they get the 
votes that get the intangibles higher than some of the rest of us. 

Are we going to get into this same rigamorola here? Yoii have 
economic, social, and environmental. ^Vliich of these comes first—the 
economic, the social, or the environmental ? 

Mr. JACOBS. The process is designed to operate when we start with 
the economic. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. What weight are you going to give the economic? 
Mr. JACOBS. The process suggests, sir, that if the situation is clearly 

favorable, then it has 100 percent of the weight. And as you go on 
and the economic decline in terms of favorableness, then you ask your- 
self the question of, do the social and environmental benefits out- 
weigh the cost? You are right, it is a subjective evaluation. But at 
least we are asking the question explicitly. That is the major value 
of this. It is explicit, rather than pulling it out of the air, 

Mr. SKUBrrz. Good luck to you. T wish you could sit out there and 
make your decision, but I can assure you that there are 535 that are 
putting a burr under your saddle to raise up the environmental and 
the social ones if the economic is not enough. 

Mr. RooNEY. In section 403 of the act, when vou talk about the 
economic factors that Amtrak may provide additional service incon- 
sistent with prudent management, what are the basic differences be- 
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tween the route criteria being considered here and the prudent man- 
agement previously used to establish through routes? An Amtrak 
study concluded that service should be restored througli the San 
Joacjuin Valley because a good market exists for renewal of passenger 
service. I imderstand this route is one of Amtrak's largest losers; is 
that right? 

Mr. JACOBS. That is correct. You are really sort of putting your 
finger on one of the major problems that exist in trying to take a 
single definitive stance. The total number of dollars lost on San 
Joaquin—the avoidable deficit—is $2.7 million, and frankly if you 
look at the number where that would rank if you just looked at it as 
an absolute loss, that wouldn't rank very high relative to some of the 
lines. 

Mr. RooxEY. What is the difference in the criteria ? 
Mr. JACOBS. The criteria, in effect, goes through a number of vari- 

ables which in fact implicitly weighs them. You are looking at them 
in a group, and tliere is no single objective number. We don't have it. 

Mr. RooxEY. You are not going to come back for any more supple- 
mentals this year ? 

Mr. JACOBS. I think you asked would we come, and the answer is 
yes, we would. 

Mr. RooxEY. Mr. Reistrup said you wouldn't be back. 
Mr. JACOBS. This is 1977-76. 
Mr. RooNEY. You just added on to 1977. 
Mr. REISTHTTP. In 1977, we will have to come back in. 
Mr. Santini asked for some figures. For 1972,147 million: for 1973, 

158; 1974, 272; and then tapering off somewhat to 352 in 1975. 
Mr. RooxEY. Thank you very much. I think this has been an ex- 

cellent panel discussion this afternoon, and this will conclude our 
hearings until tomorrow at 2 p.m. 

I do have some additional questions which T am going to direct 
to you in writing. Do any other members have any additional ques- 
tions ? 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Reistrup, you are familiar with the 1973 act, 
are you not ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. I am. 
Mr. SKUBrrz. Do you recall that in that bill we placed a proviso 

wliereby, in layoffs, the fellow who liad over 5 years was gxiaranteed 
an income for the rest of his life. I think when you lay people off 
that way, they have rights that have to be protected. But the point 
I am getting at is this: If we put a proviso in the law today that 
would apply to Amtrak passenger trains whereby Amtrak might bo 
able to bargain with the brotherhood giving tliem some sort of pro- 
viso in order to get work rule changes, do you think that would 
change the operating costs ? 

Mr. REISTRUP. ilr. Skubitz. about 20 percent of our operating 
costs are train and engineer labor on the trains, which is applicable 
to these work rules. There, of course, would be some measure of im- 
provement in that area, and I think it would be worth pursuing. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Would you mind taking a look at that? 
Mr. REISTRUP. I will. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. If you say only 20 percent, then the railroad brother- 

hood has been kicked around a lot by people who don't know what 
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they are talking about when they are talking about the operators of 
the train. This is our biggest expense. If it is only 20 percent, this 
isn't quite correct. 

ilr. REISTRUP. That is correct. That will be part of the figures that 
we will submit to you [see p. 36]. 

Mr. SKUBrrz. Thank you very much. 
Mr. RooxEY. Thank you. 
This will conclude our hearings until tomorrow at 2 p.m., the room 

to be announced. 
[Tlie following letter was received for the record:] 

NATIONAL RAH-BOAS PASBENOEB CORP., 
Wathington, D.C., March 1, 1976. 

Hon. FBED B. ROONEY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation and Commerce, Committee on Inter- 

state and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : Dr. Jacobs has requested that I reply to your February 

9 letter containing the additional questions on Amtrak's Criteria and Proce- 
dures for Making Route and Service Decisions. The answers to your 21 questions 
are attached. 

Question 1. In your five-year report, you seemed to Indicate that there would 
only be a 42 percent Increase in inflation in the next three years. How did you 
arrive at this 42 percent figure when, during the last three years, the inflation 
rate was 82 percent? 

Aniswer. The historical Inflation rates used to derive our inflation projection 
were derived from the "Indexes of Railroad Material Prices and Wage Rates, 
Railroads of Class I." published quarterly (with annual summaries) by the 
Association of American Railroads, Economics and Finance Department, Wash- 
ington, D.C. According to the AAR data, during the three years prior to our 
five-year program, (1972-1974), the total increase in the composite AAR price 
index was approximately 40 percent. Inflation since the inception of Amtrak 
through 1975 has been about 73 percent. 

Based on these results, plus the economic assumptions contained on page 41 
of 'The Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 1976" (e.g., The 
President's Budget), and known wage and benefit rate increases incorporated in 
union agreements applicable through 1977, the following inflation rates were 
projected in the five-year program: 

FY 1975—14.6 percent 
FY 1976—11.2 percent 
FT 1977—- 8.2 percent 
FY 1978 was not projected 

The three-year projection for FT 7.5-77 averaged an 11.3 percent Increase. 
The   three-year  history,   CT   72-74,   averaged  a   13.5  percent   increase. 
Question 2. In your five-year plan, on many of the routes, you have one fac- 

tor called "load factor needed to break even." At all of those points, the load 
factor needed to break even is 111 percent or 113 percent or 106 percent. When 
the maximum attainable year round load factor for any mode of transportation, 
whether it l>e train or bus or plane, i.s 78 percent, how can we ever expect Am- 
trak to break even when you need a load factor average of 110 percent? 

Answer. A break-even load factor in excess of 100 percent simply means that 
at today's cost per car mile there are not enough seats in the car to cover the 
costs at today's fares, even if all seats are filled. If car-mile costs can be reduced, 
or .seats increa.sed, and fares increased, break-even load factors can be reduced 
to attainable levels. With such productivty improvements, break-even operation 
can he possible on a direct cost basis. We are pursuing cost-improvement pro- 
grams. Our new cars have higher seating densities. We are also Increasing fares 
where and to the extent that competitive travel costs permit. 

Question S. Between 1974 and 1975, your load factor was down 7 percent in 
the Northeast corridor; down 18 percent on short hauls; down 7 percent on long 
hauls; and down 9 percent in the overall system. How can you explain this 
decrease In load factors? 
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Answer. Load factors in FY 1974 were abnormally high Itecause of the ele- 
vated rail demand resulting from the gasoline crisis. Load factors in FY 1975 
were lower than 1974 because of the depressed level of travel demand resulting 
from the recession and unemployment. Also, increased gasoline availability and 
temporary price reductions in 1975 were a factor. Ridership fn 1975. however, 
increased 11 percent compared to 1973 ridership, demonstating that the growth 
of rail passenger ridership has not abated. Selective routes where service im- 
provements were made showed substantial gains in the face of a general decline 
in rail and other modal travel demand. 

Examples: 
(In percenti 

Percent change: 
Route 1973-74 1974-75 

New York-Albany-Montreal  0) 25 
Springlield-New Haven  28 8 
Washington-Cumberland  67 10 
Chicago-Detroit.  51 44 
Chicago-Port Huron  (>) 10 

> Service began Aug. 6,1974. 
> Service began Sept. 15,1974. 

Question 4. What would be your reaction to a proposal that the subsidy on 
Amtrak trains, in any one year, should not be greater than 50 ijercent of its 
operating costs and that the other 50 percent of its operating costs should come 
from revenues? This means that for every dollar the U.S. taxpayer contributes, 
you liave to make one dollar. It would be a 50-50 matching program. How many 
traius would you have to discontinue? What effect would it have on the basic 
system? And could good management bring this into reality? 

Answer. If the federal share of Amtrak service were reduced at the present 
time to 50 percent of fully-allocated operating costs, there would be no Amtrak 
system. The system is still being operated with the old equipment, with variable 
railroad service quality due to significant variation In the pertinent aspects of 
operating conditions (i.e., on the Penn Central and the marginally viable car- 
riers of the Northeast and Midwest), low track quality on many routes and 
services where track speed and quality can be a key factor in marketability, and 
with high maintenance and other cost factors not yet completely within Amtrack 
quality control and cost control. Improvements have been authorized by the 
Congress; the Implementation of Improvements within the corporation's con- 
trol is being prosecuted as quickly as negotiations and funding permit. Many 
other factors not within the corporation's direct control will be affected as the 
implementation of the Final System Plan and the Railroad Revitalization and 
Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 proceeds. Rever.sing the decades of neglect of our 
rail system—both freight and passenger—will not be a .short-term job. The 
revenue and deficit of the Amtrak operation can be improved as new equipment 
is deployed, as passenger facilities are improved, and as the railroad infrastruc- 
ture improves. Amtrak has proved that the decades-long passenger volume de- 
cline can l»e turned around. Amtrak has shown that improved equipment and bet- 
ter service can make a tremendously significant impact on ridership as in the 
Chicago-Detroit case. It is significant to note that the re.'nilts of the test case 
show that the traveling public may be more anxious for significantly improved 
rail passenger service than anyone heretofore has imagined. The full picture 
of the effects of an overall Improved rail passenger and rail freight environment 
Is not yet clear. We believe that the elimination of the rail passenger system 
would be imprudent and wasteful of public investment at this point, and could 
well prove to be a dlaster In the future when the U.S. energy situation changes. 

Our revenue-to-Federal-ftinding ratio has recently worsened, due to the dis- 
proportionate impact of Inflation on our deficit operation and because of man- 
dated new trial services, which operate at a loss. We believe that getting this 
ratio back to a 50-50 balance is a very appropriate interim goal, and we are 
making every effort to achieve it. A 60 percent (revenue)-40 (Federal stipport) 
ratio would be even better, and I will not be satisfied with a 50-50 split. But 
first we have to restore the 50-50 level. All these ratio Improvements are going 
to be pursued on a route-by-route basis. 
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The information required to respond to your questions 5, 8, 9, and 10, is inter- 
related. For eas« of understanding, the answers to the questions have been con- 
solidated into one response. Additional information regarding Question 10 also 
appears in the answer to Question 6. 

Question 5. Since Amtralc began operations in 1971, its losses rose from 5.4^ 
per passenger mile to over 8^ per passenger mile in 1975. Do not these figures 
simply mean that the more passengers you carry, the greater your losses? 

Question 8. In Fiscal Year 1974. your revenue per passenger mile increa-sed 
by 14.1 percent. However, at the same time your costs per passenger mile in- 
creased by 44 percent, adding up to a net loss of approximately 11.4 percent. 
How do you explain your cost increasing at approximately 3'/4 times your 
revenue? 

Question 9. In 1972, the ratio of the system cost to system revenue was $2.00 
of cost to every $1.00 of revenue. In 1975. $2.31 to every $1.00 of revenue. How 
can you justify a continued spread between the amount of money that Is taken 
in and the cost of the system ? 

Question 10. Why is it that Amtrak is so cost ineffective in precisely the 
market that Amtrak's proponents thought it would be the most cost-competitive? 
For example, I refer to the short haul routes such as Chicago-Milwaukee, 
Chicago-St. lyouls, Detroit-Chicago, and Wa.shington-Cural>erland? 

Answer. Any consideration of Amtrak's financial performance must include 
a realization of the extent to which inflation has created, and is expected to 
continue to create, a growing gap between deficit-funding requirements in cur- 
rent dollars. These considerations include the wage-and-price-level changes. One 
useful perspective is to use constant-dollar figures, which factor out the uncon- 
trollable impact of Inflation. 

Exhibit A places Amtrak's financial operating performance in this perspective. 
Both revenue and expense for the period CY 1972 through CY 1975 are ex- 
pressed in average CY 1972 dollars. The data thereby excludes from the result- 
ing deficits any impact due to either fare increa-ses or changes in wage and 
price levels during the period. The price level for revenue is expressed as yield 
and is defined as the revenue per passenger mile (RPM). Systemwide yield Is 
affected by fare increases, first class versus coach accommodations over the same 
route, and by the passenger load distribution over different routes (each of 
which can have different fare levels per mile and, therefore, different yields 
per RPM). 

A comparison of the four-year period, CY 1972 through CY 1975, shows that 
approximately 75 percent of the increase in Amtrak's actual operating deficit 
was due to inflation. The remaining deficit increase was the direct result of 
significant investments in service quality and capacity. This result is explicitly 
demonstrated In Exhibit A, Operating Results and Ratios. The exhibit shows 
that as the constant-dollar deficit has increased, so has the size, scope, quality 
and patronage of the Amtrak system. 

This relationship is highlighted by means of constant dollar performance 
ratios. In broad terms, especially with regard to available seat miles and rev- 
enue passenger miles, the ratios reflect the unit cost to the taxpayer for pro- 
viding Amtrak service to the nation. As the table shows, for CY 1972-1975. the 
amounts that would have been realized in each calendar year if the yield (RPM) 
had remained constant at the average CY 1972 level, would have increased 
from 5.3^ to 6.4^ per RPM, an increase of 20.8 percent Similarly, constant dollar 
expense represents the amounts that would have occurred if there had been no 
increase in wage and price levels over tho.se existing during CY 1972. The figures 
for train miles, car miles, and, most e.specially, available seat miles, indicate the 
extent of operational system capability l)eing purchased for the given constant 
dollar deflcit level. Revenue passenger miles and load factors reflect the degree 
to whicli system capacity is being utilized by the public. 

CY 1972-1974 federal funding required per available seat mile has gone from 
2,4 cents to 2.5 cents, an increase of 4 percent, while funding per revenue pas- 
senger mile went from 4.9 cents to 5.2 cents, an increase of 6 percent. These 
small increase in constant dollar federal funding have produced, among other 
things, a refurbished and better-managed car fleet, new car fleet acquisitions 
renovateti and clearer stations, improved passenger repair and overhaul facili- 
ties, a modern, computer-based reservations system, and improved customer- 
employee relations through retraining and better working/traveling conditions. 
It is Amtrak's intention to continue to improve the quantity and quality of Its 

68-064—76 i 
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service consistent with our federal mandate while striving to make the service 
as cost-efficient as possible. 

Question 6. The National Association of Motor Bus Owners mntces the asser- 
tion that the short hauls are the most uneconomic, losing 14.5^ per revenue pas- 
senger mile. How can you explain the short hauls, which are in corridors, which 
can compete almost with airplanes, being uneconomic? And second, they state 
emphatically that over 60 percent of all Amtrak's current losses are in the long 
haul. What are your suggestions for maximizing the route structure so that you 
can keep the better long hauls or corridor service routes, find new markets with 
potential profits and discontinue the losses? 

Answer. The FY 1975 statistics from the Route-by-Route Profit and Loss 
Statement in the Fve Year Financial and Operating Program agrees with the 
assertion that the short-distance trains are the most uneconomical on a loss per 
passenger mile basis. However, the aggregate of these short distance trains does 
not include the Northeast corridor trains, which are at present the only true 
corridor-type services. The remaining short-hauls are just that; short distance, 
limited frequency trains in our urbanized corridor. The total Northeast corridor 
service, which includes the Metroliners, the Boston-Washington conventionals 
and the New York-Philadelphia trains, lost only 5^ per pas.senger mile for the FY 
75 time period. This loss per revenue passenger mile Is less than that of the 
long-haul services and less than that of the system in total. 

Not nil short-distance trains are operated in corridor service, although a few 
do have more frequency. Those that have increased frequency show lower losses 
per revenue pas-ienger mile. The service frequency on these routes Is not large; 
the seating capacity of the trains Is low (using the older equipment) ; and, as 
a result, the trains cannot share the high fixed expenses for support activities 
as do the high-frequency, hlgh-density-seatlng, corridor-type service. 

197S arvraoe If^i 
Short distance routes: ' per raxmu pauenfrrmiU 

All shorts (19)    -. 1676 
Limited frequency shorts (9) _. - 2183 
Multiple frequency shorts (10) . 1221 
Multiple frequency shorts excluding northeast corridor routes (7) . l.'>21 
NEC routes (3).."  0519 

1 Using Amtrak's route-by-route-rankini! by deflcit per BPM for 1975. 

According to the Five Year Financial and Operating Program, the long-dis- 
tance trains do account for 60 percent of Amtrak's current losses. However, It 
should be noted that the long-distance trains account for 61 percent of the 
revenue passenger miles in the sy.stem and thus provide an economical service 
when viewed on a los-s-per-revenue-passenger-mile basis. 

The basic Amtrak route structure was authorized by the Rail Passenger Serv- 
ice Act of 1970 and designated liy then-Secretary of Transportation ,Tohn Volpe. 
Additional routes were authorized by Congress in Amtrak authorization or ap- 
propriations laws, by designation under section 403(c) as experimental routes by 
the Secretary of Transportation, and by state, regional, or local transportation 
agencies under section 403(b) of the Rail Passenger Service Act, as amended. 
Historically, Amtrak has not had the authority to delete roiites from its system 
and has not had control over the route structure. In 1973. when the Department 
of Transportation recommended to Congress and Amtrak that the corporation 
discontinue several routes and services, the former Amtrak Board of Directors 
applied to the Interstate Commerce Commission for discontinuance. The public 
outcry in reaction was widespread and significant. Shortly thereafter, the Con- 
gress restructured and replaced the former Amtrak Board and "froze" the Am- 
trak route system for another year. 

The proposed route and sevice criteria would provide the Board of Directors 
with authority to add and delete routes from the system and to alter current 
routes. It Is the objective of the criteria to selecively alter the routes and system 
in an incremental manner that would reduce the operating deficit and maximize 
the social beneflta 

Question 7. What route loses the greatest amount per passenger mile and what 
route comes the closest to breaking even i)er passenger mile? 

Answer. For FY 1975, the Metroliner service came closest to breaking even 
on a revenue-per-passenger basis, and the New Haven-Hartford-Springfleld serr- 
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ice lost the greatest amount on a revenue-per-passenger-mile basis. Two sum- 
maries of route performance for FY 1975 are attaclied. 

Question 11. Do you think it is possible to reorganize Amtrak in such a way 
so that it can provide the basic intercity service that is necessary in a cost- 
competitive manner and cut down many of tlie losses? How would you propose 
to restructure Amtrak so that this could be achieved ? 

Answer. If, by restructuring, it is meant for Amtrak to eliminate a significant 
portion of the existing route structure, then the response to the question would 
have to be in the positive: elimination of many of the routes or services would 
reduce the Amtrak deficit. Elimination of the major portion of the route struc- 
ture (for example, elimination of all long-distance trains or all short-haul non- 
potential-corridor routes) would also be a violation of the letter, spirit, and 
legislative history of the Kail Passenger Service Act. It is important to note 
that elimination of various services does not guarantee the improvement of the 
remaining services unless substantial capital investment is made on those re- 
maining routes. 

If, by restructuring, it is meant for Amtrak to drastically improve the scope 
and quality of rail passenger service, then again, the operating losses can be 
reduced. Amtrak proposes, and is so guided by the legislative history, that the 
way to reduce losses is by the improvement of the services offered. Losses can 
be reduced by improving load factors, by speed and comfort increases, by 
frequency increases, through better service quality, increased capacity, pro- 
vision of convenient services, and the use of incentive fares for off-peak periods. 
For example, it makes little sense to consider the previous 4 years of operation 
of the New Tork-Kan.sas City National Limited train as a true test upon which 
a success or failure rating could be place<l. Since May 1. 1971, the track quality 
on the route has steadily declined. The Penn Central did not have the cash to 
keep the tracks maintained. The train runs slowly, and ran late until the 
schedule was lengtliened, and this obviously has had a negative effect on the 
market. The old cars that were available to Amtrak certainly did not enhance 
the train's marketability and ridership performance. That the old cars operated 
at low speeds did not help passenger comfort, because at slower speeds the air 
conditioning and electrical generation often does not work. Not only the pas- 
sengers but al.so the crews are affected when this occurs. Becau.se the Penn Cen- 
tral did not have the funds to keep the stations maintained as the Amtrak 
Basic Agreement required, and because Amtrak has limited capital funds to 
spread among 484 stations and all the routes' other requirements, little improve- 
ment in facilities could be made. When trains are consistently late, station fa- 
cilities are cnicial to passenger comfort. Yet, nearly 160,000 persons rode the 
National Limited in 1975 in the face of these condition.s, in a time of inflation, 
decreased fuel prices, increased fuel availability, and widespread joblessness. It 
is interesting to rememl)er that more than a quarter of a million passengers rode 
the National Limited in 1973, when the track and station quality was slightly 
better than exists now. 

It makes little sense to begin the elimination of either long- or short-haul 
trains as a class in the face of a changing railroad environment and a sub- 
stantial pul)lic investment in the capital equipment and facilities needed to 
operate those services. New long-distance and short-distance cars—including 
coach, sleeping, and food-.service cars—have already been ordered. Higher- 
density seating, reliably comfortable and eflBcient cars will be increasingly avail- 
able during the next three years. Track and service improvements resulting from 
the provisions of the Rail Revitallzatlon Bill, the Amtrak law. and the Conrail 
legislation should come concurrently. After the Improvements are completed, 
Amtrak will finally have a product that can be advertised and competitively 
marketed. 

It cannot be forgotten that these improvements will be made at the same time 
that our energy resources become increasingly scarce and expensive for all modes 
of transportation using petroleum-based fuel. Naturally, if it seems that no 
alternative fuel can be developed to replace petrofuels, rail is the only form of 
long or short haul intercity transportation readily convertible to electrical pro- 
pulsion. Electric generation is adaptable to any number of fuel sources and is 
highly efficient. 

QueHion 12. In a DOT letter to Amtrak dated January 20, 1976, It was Indi- 
cated that due to budget cuts It may be necessary to discontinue selected routes 
which have experienced major losses and low patronage. It further stated: "In 
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discontinuing routes, Amtrak shonW, to the maximnm extent praottrable. em- 
ploy the proposed route and service criteria which have been submitted to Con- 
gress." 

12a. What is meant by the phrase "to the maximum extent possible?" Does 
this not imply that it is anticipateil that the criteria is not susceptible to ob- 
jective application ? 

Answer to question 12(a). The January 20. 1976, letter was budgetary advice 
from the Deputy Secretary of Transportation to Amtrak President Paul 
Relstrup. We can provide no insight as to why the Department supports the 
criteria on one hand and on the other liand advises Amtrak to employ the 
criteria only to the maximum extent possible. 

Each of the thirteen criteria items require hard statistical data. Each of the 
routes and services operated are quantitatively and qualitatively comparable 
by these thirteen criteria. The evaluation of this data by the board must be 
based on this hard information. The decision as to when a service fails on cur- 
rent or future or improvefl economics or on social/environmental considerations 
is a Judgmental decision to l)e made by the Amtrak Board of Directors, just as 
would be the decision to add a service. 

12b. As this DOT statement was made with regard to anticipated budget cuts, 
is it fair to infer that DOT expects an emphasis on economic criteria? Do you 
intend to emjiliasize economic criteria regardless of DOT'S position? 

Answer to question 12(b). We can provide no insight to the Department of 
Transjiortatloirs expectations or emphasis. 

Amtrak's Criteria and Procedures for Making Route and Service Decisions 
submitted to the Congress on October 29, 1975, displays the proposed method 
for establishing priority ranking of routes and services. This method prescribes 
analysis responding in order to the following four evaluative questions: 

1. Are the current economies associated with the route or service satisfactory? 
2. Are future or projected economics likely to be satisfactory ? 
3. Can service quality be upgradetl or more effectively promoted to improve 

economics? 
4. Are there overriding social or environmental benefits that appear to justify 

the present and continuing cost of retaining or adding the route? 
The ranking follows the answers to the above questions and settles into five 

ranked priority categorie.s. If the answer to questicm 1 is "yes," it is a category 
1 route and it is to be continuetl. If the answer to 1 is "no" but the answer to 
question 2 is "yes." it falls into the category 2 routes; the route is to be con- 
tinued or added. If the answer to questions 1 and 2 are "no" and the answer to 
question 3 is "yes," it is a category 3 route, and the route is to be continued with 
revi.sed service. If the answer to the first three questions is "no" and the answer 
to question 4 is "yes," the route is ranked in category 4 and the social/environ- 
mental benefits warrant continuance or addition of the route. If the answer to 
all questions is "no," the criteria suggest discontinuance or not adding the route. 

12c. With further regard to your intentions of implementing the criteria, do 
you intend to ai)ply the criteria in accordance with the DOT statement even 
if Congress disapproved the criteria? If not, what criteria would you use if you 
are required to discontinue a train? 

Answer to question 12(c). The development of the route and service criteria 
was quided l)y Amtrak's legislative history culminating in Public Law 94-25, the 
Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975. If the route and service criteria were dis- 
approved by the Congress, Amtrak would have to consider the legislative intent 
for additional guidance. If the criteria were disapproved and Congress directed 
Amtrak to discontinue a specific route, Amtrak would be required to apply to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission under Section 13(a) of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act as amended. Without the criteria and in the absence of legislative 
guidance to the contrary, the entire legislative history of Amtrak points to the 
maintenance of the existing system, plus the mandated annual experimental 
route additions, plus any additional requested state, regional, or locally funded 
train.s. 

Question 13. Section 403(a) of the Act provides that Amtrak may provide 
additional services if consistent with prudent management. What are the basic 
differences between the route criteria being considered here and the prudent 
management previously used to establish through routes? 

Answer. The route and service criteria are consistent with prudent manage- 
ment. They add, however, the benefits of sjjecifically outlining the analytical de- 
'Islon process for making route decisions and for soliciting and considering pnl>- 
••; support and comment. They also provide the board with an Improved vlsl- 
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bility of the quantitative and qualitative factors Involved and provide consistent 
coinparalnlity of all significant factors bearing on route and service decisions. 

Qnention H. An Amtrak management study concluded that service should be 
restored through the San Joaquin Valley because "a good market exists for re- 
newal of passenger service." I understand that this route is one of Amtrab's 
largest losers. What assurance do we have that your conclusions based on the 
new criteria won't be just as erroneous as Amtrak's previous managerial 
decisions? 

Answer. The San Joaquin Valley service is far from being the largest loser 
in the Amtrak system. During Fiscal Year 1975 the San Francisco to Bakersfield 
train was ranked 19t/t in terms of net avoidable deficit out of the 35 Amtrak 
routes. The net avoidable deficit is a measure of the total burden of the route on 
the Amtrak system. It specifies the incremental change in the corporation's total 
annual deficit that would be caused by the discontinuance of the route. 

The decision to initiate the San Joaquin service was predicated on the ability 
to capture a representative proportion of the travel market in the San Joaquin 
Valley. The analysis supporting this decision estimated that $600,000 of revenue 
would be generated on this route during its first year of operation. The actual 
Fiscal Year 1975 direct revenue of $600,000 and connecting revenue of $180,000 
demonstrates that the analysis provided a reasonable estimate of the base rev- 
enue for the route. The analysis also estimated that the incremental operating 
expenses for the service would be approximately $1.7 million which matches 
very closely with the $1.9 million of direct expenses that were reported for the 
route in Fiscal Year 1975. 

The original analysis of this route, on which its initiation was based, has 
proved to be a valid estimate of the route's incremental proflt-and-loss potential. 
Ridership growth has proved variable until the last several months of 1975 and 
the first mouth of 1976, where solid gains have been registered after the Am- 
trak service was revised and improved, the fare structure was altered to en- 
courage off-peak ridership, and a campaign to advertise the service was initiated. 

Question 15. Whether you compare train fuel consumption with automobiles 
or buses or both, do you not believe that there should be a factor for route cir- 
cuity ? I am informed that the most frequently traveled Amtrak trains have cir- 
cuity of up to 45 percent between city pairs as compared to highways. For ex- 
ample, although I understand you have made some modifications in the routing 
of the "Inter-American", It is true that the train stiU wanders all over eastern 
Texas before it gets to its destination? 

Answer. It is true that there are cases where the highways are le.ss circuitous 
than the rail line used by Amtrak, and there exist situations just the opposite. 
It must also be remembered that circuity is just one facor in fuel usage. Another 
factor compensating circuity is that rail lines invariably tend to be more level 
than highways, A final consideration is that trains do not have to stop and 
start as much as highway traflic in many cases. 

Regarding the example of tlie Inter-American train, in October 1975, Amtrak 
reduced its trip mileage between Temple and Taylor, Texas, from 79 to 39 miles 
through an agreement with the Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad, which, not 
having oi>erated passenger service immediately prior to May 1, 1971, was not 
required to sign an Amtrak contract. The figure of 45 percent circuity appar- 
ently came from this single case, before the route correction, as the following 
sample comparisons indicate, and this is not an average situation within the 
Amtrak system. 

Amtrak Highway Percent 
City-pair miles miles > variance 

St. Louis-Dallas  
Dallas-Laredo  
St. Louis-Laredo (revised route)  
Chicago-Los Angeles  
New Yorl<-Chicago.  
Chicago-Denver  .     
New Yorl<-Washington  
New York-Philadelphia  

• Incorporating recently conslructed mileage to Interstate highway standards. 

Question 16. With regard to the change in energy consumed, the criteria as- 
sumes that in the event of a route addition to discontinuance, passengers will 
be drawn from automobiles or turn to automobiles. 

702 630 -1-10 ^es 423 + 9 
1,1P7 1,067 -t-9.4 
2,223 2,054 + 8 

904 802 +11 
l,0-!« 996 + i 

224 223 .... 
90 100 -n 
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Answer. The assumption that passengers would be drawn from or tarn to 
automobiles is made solely for the purpose of economizing an early stage of the 
analysis. The national average modal split supports this initial assumption: 87 
percent automobile; 10 percent air; 2 percent Intercity bus; and. 1 percent rail. 
The route and service criteria report does note in appendix D-1 that, if the 
early analysis Indicates that energy consumption will be a key decision factor, 
a special study will be made to determine actual alternate modes for the city 
pairs involved. 

Quention 16a. How is this assumption arrived at? 
Question 16}). Would it not be fair to say that some passengers will turn to or 

be drawn from other common carriers such as buses and airplanes? 
Answer to 16(a) and (b). Yes, It is likely that some passengers will turn to 

or be drawn from buses and airplanes. Our on-board surveys, however, show 
that most new Amtrak passengers made their previous trip between the same 
points by private automobile. As before, if the early analysis shows energy con- 
sumption to be a key factor in the decision, a special study will be done. 

Question 16c. Also, are you overlooking an important element of your service 
in that large numbers of passengers would not make the trip except for the 
availability of the train? 

Answer to 16(c). One of the social criteria to be considered is the availability 
of alternate modes of travel. An Indication that alternative capacity was not 
available would lead to emphasis in the special study to determine the number 
of passengers who would not be able to make the trip if rail service were not 
available. 

Regarding the "bias" for considering the best possible case, the use of auto 
modal diversion is only the preliminary stage in determining if fuel usage will 
be a critical factor. If fuel consumption becomes a crucial factor, the special 
study will be made. 

The history of passenger service, the history of legislative involvement with 
passenger .service prior to the creation of Amtrak, and the legislative history of 
the Amtrak corporation has made it clear to Amtrak's Board of Directors and 
management that all possible means to promote and improve a route or service 
must first be exhausted prior to the last resort of declaring the route or service 
a failure and proceeding with discontinuance. 

Question 17. You state that "the Environmental Protection Agency has devel- 
oped specific methodologies for estimating pollutant emissions from various 
classes of highway and other passenger transportation vehicles. Including 
trains." You also state that you will use the EPA methodology to make certain 
determinations. 

Answer. Environmental Protection Agency publications and statistics were 
used in the development of the route and service criteria, primarily to deter- 
mine the type of data which would be available for use in conducting the 
analysis. The EPA publications that will serve as major data sources are 
referenced in the detailed methodology prescribed In the route and service 
criteria (Appendix D, pp. 1-5). 

Question IT (a). Does the EPA have a formula for determining changes in 
pollutants generated by different modes? 

Answer to 17(a). To our knowledge, the EPA has no set formula for this 
application. Rather its emphasis to date has been to collect, refine, and publish 
accurate statistical facts regarding the pollutants generated by different vehicles 
using various types of fuel. 

Question n(b). Was your criteria for pollutants generated, cleared or in any 
way checked out by the EPA? 

Answer to 17(b). The route and service criteria has not been coordinated with 
the EPA. The EPA role, again, is to provide basic, current factual data on pol- 
lutants generated by various vehicles using various fuels. This knowledge would 
be applied by the Amtrak staff in a comparison of the environmental effects 
of potential route decision.s. 

Question 18. The EPA considers five pollutant emission factors and the cri- 
teria indicates that an estimate will be made for all five types, but they will 
be combined into one figure. Why should these not be considered separately? 
Does not each type of pollutant have a different effect on the air? 

Answer. The route and service criteria evaluation is primarily concerned 
with a comparison of the relative environmental effect of route decisions among 
a number of routes. By combining the effect of the five major pollutants Into 

•>ne figure, this comparison is facillated at an early phase of the route or service 
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analysis. If the early results indicate that emission factors will bear heavily on 
the decision, then additional detailed analysis would be undertaken to determine 
the levels of each of the five major pollutants. 

Question 19. As in the case of the criteria for energy consumed, why is the 
comparison only made to automobiles? Would it not be more accurate to deter- 
mine the percentages of passengers likely to travel by air, bus and automobiles 
and make a comparison to all three modes? 

Answer. Initial estimates of pollution emissions compare rail to automobiles 
only, based on the automobile's nationwide 87 percent share of the intercity 
travel market. As with the energy consumption criteria, should the emission 
factor become significant in the decision process, special studies to measure the 
expected modal shifts would be made. 

Question ZO. The bus companies will testify that, with the single exception 
of the New York-Washington route where there is electrification, that carbon 
monoxide and hydrocarbon emissions are higher per passenger transported than 
those of airplanes, buses, or automobiles. Do your calculations indicate the same 
results? This being the case, what weight is Amtrak going to give this fact vis- 
a-vis the other pollutants? 

Answer. The bus testimony in "Amtrak—Yesterday, Today, and Tomorrow" 
depended on a single source for their analysis and assumption on the modal com- 
parison of emissions. Attached is a table demonstrating the widely varying re- 
sults of a dozen recent energy studies. (Taken from "Boeing Intercity Passenger 
Data, Energy Comparisons. May 1975. Boeing Commercial Aircraft Corporation.) 
The studies vary by the assumptions made. Also included are the official De- 
partment of Transportation figures for relative fuel consiimption, which was 
contained In the 1974 DOT Report to Congress on the Bail Passenger Service 
Act. 

We are hopeful that EPA data will allow Amtrak staff to be more specific 
regarding exhaust emissions as applicable to route decisions. Certainly, if the 
bus contentions prove correct, Amtrak's board will take into appropriate consid- 
eration the effect of hydrocarbon, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxide emissions 
along with the other major emissions. 

Question 21. Why does Amtrak continually refer to the necessity of having 
a national system of trains to serve as a feasible, energy-efficient alternative to 
other modes of transportation when, in fact, trains are not as energy-efficient as 
buses? 

Answer. Amtrak's reference to the necessity of having a national system stems 
from the Amtrak Act. 

THE EATL PASSENGER 8EBVICE ACT AS AlIENDED 

Sec. 101. Congressional findings and declaration of purpose. 
The Congress finds that modern, efficient, intercity railroad passenger service 

Is a necessary part of a balanced transportation system; that the public con- 
venience and necessity require the continuance and Improvement of such service 
to provide fast and comfortable transportation between crowded urban areas 
an(l in other areas of the country; that rail passenger service can help to end 
the congestion on our higliways and the overcrowding of airways and airports; 
that tlie trnveler in America should to the maximum extent feasible have free- 
dom to clioose the mode of travel most convenient to his needs; that to achieve 
these goals re(iuires the designation of a basic national rail passenger system 
and the establishiiient of a rail passenger corporation for the purpose of pro- 
viding modern, efficient, intercity rail passenger service; that Federal financial 
assistance as well as investment capital from the private sector of the economy 
Is needed for this purjiose; and that Interim emergency Federal financial assist- 
ance to certain railroads may be necessary to permit the orderly transfer of 
railroad passenger service to a railroad passenger corporation. (Emphasis 
added. > 

Studies on the relatively energy-efficiency of buses and trains show varied 
results. Trains can be significantly more fuel-efficient when compared with buses. 
The DOT table Incorporated In the answer to Question 20 shows that a properly 
maintained rail line properly equipped and marketed, can exceed any other 
overland mode In terms of fuel efficiencies. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL H. BEISTBUP, 

President. 
Attachments. 
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OPERATING RESULTS 

[In millionsl 

1972 

Calendar year— 

1973 1974 197S 

27 29 30 
226 245 253 

7,077 7,885 7,923 
3,806 4,258 3,9a 

54 54 50 

162 202 
321 

227 
412 

210 
310 415 

148 119 185 205 

1.9 1.6 1.8 2.0 

162 202 
361 

257 
530 

253 
310 605 

148 159 273 352 

1.9 1.8 2.1 2.4 

Statistics: 
Train miles  .... ................ 26 
Car miles „  201 
Available seat railej       6,294 
Revenue passenger mlle$       3,038 
Load (actor (percent) -  48 

Profit and loss—constant calendar year 1972 dollari: 
Revenue...  
Expense  

Deficit  

Expense/revenue ratio    

Profit and Loss—actual dollars: 
Revenue  
Expense     

Deficit  

Expente/revenue ratio     

Inflation factors: 
Revenue-yield/revenue passenger mile (cents)_  5.3 
Expense-AAR index   148 

Profit end loss per train mile (constant 1972 dollats): 
Revenue  
Expense  —   

Deficit  

Profit and toss per car mile (constant doilait): 
Revenue  
Expense  

Deficit  

Profit end loss per available seat mile (constant dollars) (centi): 
Revenue    
Expense .-  

Deficif  

Profit and loss per revenue passenger mile (constant dollars) (cents); 
Revenue  
Expense -    

DeficH  4.9 

5.3 
164 

6.0 
187 

6.4 
213 

J6.20 J7.50 
11.90 

{7.80 
14.20 

$7.00 
11.90 13.80 

5.70 4.40 6.40 6.80 

.80 .90 
1.40 

.90 
1.70 

.80 
1.50 1.60 

.70 .50 .80 .80 

2.5 2.9 
4.5 

2.9 
S.2 

2.7 
4.9 5.2 

2.4 1.6 2.3 2.5 

5.4 5.3 
8.4 

5.3 
9.7 

5.3 
ia2 10.5 

3.1 4.3 5.2 
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Attachment I 

NATIONAL RAILROAD  PASSENGER  CORPORATION   ROUTE  BY  ROUTE  RANKING  BY  DEFICIT  PER  REVENU^ 
PASSENGER MILE—FISCAL YEAR 1975 

|ln millions of dollars] 

Ranking   Routs 

Fully 
allocated 

Revenue costi 

Revenue  Loss/revenue 
Income/     passenger       passenger 

(loss) mile mile 

New Haven-Hartford-Springfield  ^5 ^3.0 
San Francisco-Rakersfield  .6 4.1 
Vancouver-Seattle  .3 1.7 
Washington-Cumberland.   .3 1.8 
Seattle-Portland  .9 3.9 
Chicago-Dubuque  . .. .2 1.1 
Los Angeles-San Diego   1.5 6.7 
Florida-Chicago  4.5 23.5 
Chicago-SI. Loui5  2.9 9.3 
Chicago-IVIil.vaukee   1.2 4.4 
Chicago-Port Huron.  .6 2.3 
Washington-Montreal  4.5 14.8 
SL Louis-Laredo  1.1 4.3 
New York-Montreal  .9 2.7 
Harrisburg Philadelphia  2.0 6.4 
ChicaBO-Det-oil_  2.2 7.5 
New Yoik-Washington-KansasCity-Denver. 5.2 15.0 
Norfolk-Washington-Chicago  2.3 8.0 
Chicago-Caibondale  1.4 3.8 
Chicago-Ouincy...  .8 2.2 
Minneapolis-Superior  _ .1 .2 
New York-Buffalo/Detroit  7.4 16.7 
New York-Philadelphia  7.7 20.8 
New York-Washington-Chicajo  10.6 22.6 
Seattle-Chicago  18.8 43.9 
Houston-Chicago  5.6 13.5 
San Francisco-Chicago _ 14.1 29.3 
Boston-Washington (converted)  37.4 70.0 
New York-Florida  31.0 65.6 
Seattle-Los Angeles  10.4 21.0 
New Orleans-Chicago.  3.9 8.4 
New Orleans-Los Angeles  4.5 8.6 
Chicago-Los Angeles.  18.0 33.1 
New York-Washington (Metro)  38.9 43.7 
Special trains  .3 .3. 

Route totals  242.6 524.2 
State subsidies  3.9  
Corporate expense  35.6 

Grand total  246.5 559.8 

($2.5) 6.0 .4160 
(3.5) 10.0 .3500 
(1.4) 4.4 .3182 
(1.5) 6.1 .2459 
(3.0) 14.0 .2143 
(.9) 4.2 .2142 

(5.2) 27.7 .1877 
(19.0) 103.0 .1845 
(6.4) 37.1 .1725 
(3.2) 19.8 .1616 
(1.7) 10.9 .1560 

(10.3) 66.1 .1558 
(3.2) 21.5 .1488 
(1.8) 12.6 .1429 
(4.4) 35.5 .1239 
(5.3) 43.5 .1218 
(9.8) 80.9 .1211 
(5.7) 49.2 .1159 
(2.4) 26.2 .0916 
(1.4) 15.8 .0886 
(.1) 1.2 .0833 

(9.3) 112.2 .0829 
(13.1) 162.1 .0808 
(12.0) 156.4 .0767 
(25.1) 335.1 .0749 
(7.9) 110.2 .0717 

(15.2) 242.8 .0626 
(32.6) 537.4 .0607 
(34.6) 573.9 .0603 
(10.6) 182.1 .0582 
(4.5) 84.3 .0534 
(4.1) 96.1 .0427 

(15.1) 325.2 .0464 
(4.8) 333.2 .0144 
  4.1   

(281.6)  
3.9   

(35.6)  

(313.3)  

> Route allocations represent an allocation of all operating and corporate overhead functional categories with the excep- 
tion of the general corporate office expense and Interest 
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NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORP. ROUTE BY ROUTE RANKING BY DEFICIT-FISCAL YEAR 1975 

(In millions of dollars] 

Ranking   Route 

Fully 
allocated 

Revenue        cost > 

Revenue 
Income passenger 

(loss) mile 

Loss per 
revenue 

passenjjer 
mile 

1 New York-Florida  J31.0 J65.6 
2 Boston-Washinston (conv.)  37.4 70.0 
3 Seattle-Chicago  18.8 43.9 
4 Florida-Chicago  4.5 23.5 
5 San Francisco-Chicago  14.1 29.3 
6 Chicago-Los Angeles _  18.0 33.1 
7 New York-Philadelphia  7.7 20.8 
8 New York-Washington-Chicago  10.6 22.6 
9 Seattle-Los Angeles  10.4 21.0 

10 Washington-Montreal  4.5 14.8 
11 New York-Washington-Kansas City-Oenver  5.2 15.0 
12 New York-Bulfalo-OetroiL  7.4 16.7 
13 Houston-Chicago  5.6 13.5 
14 Chicago-St. Louis  2.9 9.3 
15 Norfoik-Washington-Chlcago.  2.3 8.0 
16 Chicago-Detroit   2.2 7.5 
17 Los Angeles-San Diego    1.5 6.7 
18 New York-Washington (Metro)  38.9 43.7 
19 New Orleans-Chicago   3.9 8.4 
20 Harrisburg-Phiiadelphia   2.0 6.4 
21 New Orleans-Los Angeles   4.5 8.6 
22 San Francisco-Bakersfield    .6 4.1 
23 St Louis-Laredo  1.1 4.3 
24 Chicago-Milwaukee  1.2 4.4 
25 Seattle-Portland  .9 3.9 
26 New Haven-Hartford-Springfield   .5 3.0 
27 Chicago-Carbondale   1.4 3.8 
28 New York-Montreal  .9 2.7 
29 Chicago-Port Huron  .6 2.3 
30 Washington-Cumbeitand   .3 1.8 
31 Vancouver-Seattle   .3 1.7 
32 Chicago-Qulncy  .8 2.2 
33 Chicago-Dubuque   .2 1.1 
34 Minneapolis-Superior.  .1 .2 
35 Special Trains  .3 .3. 

Routetotalj  242.6 524.2 
State subsidies  3.9  
Corporate expense...  35.6 

Grand total  246.5 559.8 

$(34.6) 573.9 .0603 
(32.6) 537.4 .0607 
(25.1) 335.1 .0749 
(19.0) 103.0 .1845 
(15.2) 242.8 .0626 
(15.1) 325.2 .0464 
(13.1) 162.1 .0808 
(12.0) 156.4 .0767 
(10.6) 182.1 .0582 
(10.3) 66.1 .1558 
(9.8) 80.9 .1211 
(9.3) 112.2 .0829 
(7.9) 110.2 .0717 
(6.4) 37.1 .1725 
(5.7) 49.2 .1159 
(5.3) 43.5 .1218 
(5.2) 27.7 .1877 
(4.8) 333.2 .0144 
(4.5) 84.3 .0534 
(4.4) 35.5 .1239 
(4.1) 96.1 .0427 
(3.5) 10.0 .3500 
(3.2) 21.5 .1488 
(3.2) 19.8 .1616 
(3.0) 14.0 .2143 
(2.5) 6.0 .4157 
!2.4) 26.2 .0916 
1.8) 12.6 .2143 
1.7) 10.9 .1566 
1.5) 6.1 .2459 
1.4) 4.4 .3182 

(1.4) 15.8 .0886 
(.9) 4.2 .2142 
(.1) 1.2 .0833 
  4.1  

(281.6)  
3.9  

(35.6)  

(313.3)  

> Route allocations represent an allocation of all operating and corporate overhead functional categoriaa with the ex- 
ception of the general corporate office expense and interest 



53 

I m 
• 9 ;< 

g 
1 
I 
E 

I 

3 

•as 

0   a «    ui 

I 
5 £ 

s 

8 
E 

:S2   3Si§   SS8 

s<s s 

»a « 

(Sim    g 

's a 

ss s 

52 « 

§§ ~sj^ 

a? 

=1 

I 
3 4> « C 

3*5 

52 

ill* s5E|.||a 
S 

3        = 



54 

Attachment IV 

PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION 

Present Fuel Consumption Based on Seating Capacity and Average Fuel 
Use Rates 

ScatmOti 
per gaUon 
(rtprtsent- 

atlce) 
Rail—(U.S.   Current—Includes   allowances   for   engine   Idling   between 

runs): 
3000 hp—locomotive, turbocharged, 0.5 mpg, 9 coaches per loco- 

motive, 60-80 seats each (Amtrak Data)—-Ilelatively new Amtrak 
locomotives. Many Amtrak cars were less than 60 seats when 
acquired, now being refurbished with higher density seating 270-360 

22.50 hp—E-8, not turbocharged, 0.63 mpg, 6 coaches per loco- 
motive, 60-80 seats each (Amtrak data)—Relatively old Amtrak 
locomotives, extra engines sometimes added for reliability 225-300 

2250 hp—E-8, not turbocharged, 0.63 mpg, 4-5 coaches per loco- 
motive, 60-80 seats each (Amtrak data interpolated)   150-250 

2250 hp—E-8, not turbocharged, 0.62 mpg, 4 cars per locomotive— 
sleepers, dining, and club cars (Southern Railroad data)—Loco- 
motive performance essentially the same as Amtrak data. For 
cross-country, added engine for reliability and added luxury cars 
sharply reduce seat miles per gallon  50 

Rail diesel car (RDC) (Budd), 3 mpg, 75 seats 85 seats   250 
Rail diesel car (RDC) (B&M) 2 mpg, 75 seats—Illustrates difference 

between manufacturers estimate and operating exiDerience. Single 
B&O demon.stration of .same cars got 3.48 mpg  150 

Rail turbine train; 0.33 mpg, 320 seats (296 + 24 snack bar) (Amtrak 
data) (Amtrak's French RTG)—Delivery test at 80 mph average. 110 

Autotrain, 0.37 mpg, 3600 hp. locomotive, 18 cars per locomotive, 
30 automobile—miles/gallon, at 5 seats per auto  150 

Bus—(U.S. Current): 
Intercity, 6.0 mpg (Greyhound), 47 seats (TSC Industry average)— 

Over-the-road test of Greyhound and Trailways buses by TSC 
indicated 8.8 mpg at 50 mph, 8.1 mpg at 60 mph  282 

Urban, 3.6-4.6 mpg, 50 seats (FHWA, UMTA data) 180-230 
Automobile—(FHWA Data): 

Urban: 
Subcompact, 4 seats, 24 mpg  96 
Compact, 5 seats, 18 mpg  90 
Standard, 6 seats, 14.4 mpg..          86.4 
Luxury, 6 seats, 9.0 mpg           54. 

Intercity: 
Subcompact, 4 scats, 30 mpg  120 
Compact, 5 seats, 22.5 mpg        112. 5 
Standard, 6 seats. 18.0 mpg    108 
Luxury, 7 seats, l2.0mpg  72 

Air—(NASA Data): 
TVin engine turbofan, 68-106 seats: 

Short (250 mi. stage) .34-.44 mpg,..       30-38 
Medium (500 mi. stage) .44-.54 mpg       37-47 

3 and 4 engine turbofan, 131-200 seats: 
Medium (500 mi. .stage) .21-29 mpg  -.       35-41 
Long (1,000 mi. stage) .26-.34 mpg        44-51 

3 and 4 engine turbofan, widebody, 256-385 seats— 
Wide body jel.s use new high by pass turbofan engines with low 

specific fuel consumption: 
Medium (500 mi. stage) .ll-.19mpg       44-51 
Long (1,000 mi. stage) .14-.22mpg         54-60 

SOURCE.—DOT report to Congress on Amtrak, 1974. 

[Wliereiipon, at 4:15 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 2 p.m., Wednesday, February 4,1976.] 



AMTRAK DISCONTINUANCE CRITERIA 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRXTABY 4,  1976 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATr\'E8, 
STJBCOMMITTEE ON TIL\NSPORTATION AND CoMjrERCE 

COMMITTEE OX INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMSIERCE, 
Washington^ D.C 

Tlip, subcommittee met at 2 p.m., pursuant to notice, in room 2325, 
Raybuin House Office Building, Hon. Fred B. Rooney, chairman, 
presiding. 

Mr. RooNEY. Tlie subcommittee will resume its hearings on Am- 
trak's criteria and procedures for making route and service decisions. 

Yesterday this subcommittee heard testimony from the Depart- 
ment of Transportation and from Amtrak in support of the Corpo- 
ration's proposed criteria. 

Further, we were advised that Amtrak may need a supplemental 
authorization for fiscal year 1977. 

This committee will have to determine whether Amtrak will re- 
ceive that supplemental authorization or whether Amtrak will be 
instructed to use its criteria to scale down its system and live within 
its current budget. 

Today we shall hear from the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
the agency that has, until this time, had the job of determining pro- 
cedures for discontinuing and expanding rail passenger sen'ice. 

In addition, the Council on Wage and Price Stability will present 
testimony regarding its November 21, 1975, Inflationary Impact 
Statement on the Amtrak criteria. 

At this time T shall call our first witness, the Honorable Alfred T. 
AlacFarland. Commissioner of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Welcome to the committee. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ALFRED T. MacFARLAND, COMMISSIONER, IN- 
TERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION; ACCOMPANIED BY RICHARD 
S. LEWIS, ATTORNEY ADVISER; THEODORE C. KNAPPEN, LEGIS- 
LATIVE COUNSEL; BRYAN BROWN, JR., ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF ACCOUNTS; AND WILLIAM LOVE, CHIEF, SECTION 
OF RAILROADS, BUREAU OF OPERATIONS 

^Ir. JLACFARLAND. Before commenting on the proposed criteria and 
procedures. I would like with your permission, to point out a latent 
ambiguity in the Amtrak Act. 

Wiile section 404(c)(3) would provide a basis for Amtrak to 
discontinue intercity rail passenger service pursuant to criteria and 

(55) 
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procedures now being developed, the statute retains section 404(b) 
(3) which provides another basis upon which Amtrak might discon- 
tinue service pursuant to section 19a of the Interstate Commerce Act. 
So long as the two provisions stand side by side in the statute, Am- 
trak would have the option to proceed under either provision. 

If Amtrak will utilize its own criteria and procedures in all in- 
stances, it would be appropriate to rescind the discontinuance pro- 
visions of section 404(b) (3). It should also be observed that section 
13a never has been an available discontinuance method for Amtrak; 
the original Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 suspended the effec- 
tiveness of that section as to Amtrak until July 1,1974, and it has now 
been suspended by the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975 until Octo- 
ber 1, 1976—March 1, 1977, in the case of certain trains. 

Section 8 of the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975—enacted May 
26, 1975—amends section 404 of the Rail Passenger Service Act to 
require the Amtrak board of directors, within 120 days of enactment 
of the 1975 act, to develop and submit to the Commission, to the 
Secretary' of Transportation, and to the Congress, an initial pro- 
posal setting forth criteria and procedures under which the corpora- 
tion would he authorized to add or discontinue routes and services. 

The criteria include the following factors: 
One, the economic impact on Amtrak of additions and discon- 

tin\iances; 
Two, the environmental impact of additions and discontinuances; 
Three, the effect of changes on connecting parts of the system; 
Four, the population affected; 
Five, the demand for intercity passenger service; 
Six, the revenue per passenger mile; 
Seven, the effect on capital cost^s; 
Eight, the effect on revenues; 
Nine, the availability of alternative modes of transportation; and 
Ten, public opinion. 
The Amtrak board also was directed to develop a method for rank- 

ing routes and services in order of priority, keeping in mind the 
public need for a balanced transportation system. 

The Commission and the Secretary of Transportation were given 
30 days to submit comments on the initial proposal to the Amtrak 
board and to Congress. Tlie board, in turn, then will have 30 days to 
consider those comments before submitting its final proposal to Con- 
gress, which will take effect after 60 days of continuous session of the 
Congress unless either the Senate or the House within that oeriod 
adopts a resolution of disapproval. 

If no such resolution is adopted, the Corporation may add or dis- 
continue routes and services in accordance with the criteria and pro- 
cedures set forth in the final proposal, notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act or of section 404(b) 
C3^ of the act relating to discontinuance of service within the basic 
system. 

The board's proposed criteria for new service and discontinuances 
may be categorized generally as economic, social, and environmental. 
Included in the proposed economic criteria are: financial contribution 
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per revenue passenger mile, total financial contribution, financial im- 
pact on connecting parts of the system, incremental capital invest- 
ment requirements, and return on incremental investment. 

The social criteria would comprise: population served, individuals 
currently using the route, popvilation deprived of or provided with 
rail service, availability of alternate modes, and impact on personal 
safety. 

The board's environmental criteria would include change in energy 
consumed, change in pollutants generated, and land freed for or re- 
moved from alternative use. 

Procedurally, the first step in the process of addition or discontinu- 
ance would be for the Amtrak board to decide on strategic goals and 
obiective-s. Next, the president of Amtrak would develop—on an an- 
nual basis—financial performance standards for each economic cri- 
terion to be used in route and service evaluations. Those standards 
would then be adopted by the board as a "statement of guidance" to 
be followed in route and service evaluations. 

Followinc the development of the policy guidelines, the Amtrak 
staff would continuously' analyze current and proposed routes in 
the light of that statement. 

Four key issues are anticipated: 
One: Are the current economics of a given route satisfactory ? Tf 

so, the route would be continued; if not, its future economics would 
be examined. 

Two: Are the future economics likely to be satisfactory? If the 
answer is yes, the route would be continued—or added, as the case 
may be—if not, the staff would consider ways to improve perform- 
ance. 

Three: Could the service quality be upgraded—reduce timetable, 
change frequency, train size, et cetera—^to improve the economics? 
If so. the result would be the same as under No. 2; if not, the staff 
would evaluate the routes' social and economic merits. 

Four: Are there overriding social or economic benefits pertaining 
to the route? If the answer is positive, the route would continue; if 
negative, the route would be discontinued. 

The Amtrak staff recommendations then would be forwarded to the 
Amtrak board, which would evaluate them with the assistance of 
the president. The staff would provide supplemental analysis as 
needed. 

Having reached tentative decisions, the board next would solicit 
public comment, both oral and written. Oral hearings would be held if 
the public response indicated a need. Any such hearing wovild be at- 
tended by a member of the Amtrak board. 

The staff then would review the comments and prepare a report 
for the president and hoard. Next, the president would make his final 
recommendations to the board, which would in turn make the final de- 
cision as to add or discontinue. 

It is the Commission's opinion that the Amtrak pi*oposal presents 
a well-formulated metliod for carrying out the purposes of the legis- 
lation. 

The major shortcoming in the proposed criteria is the apparent 
failure to develop a method of giving a priority ranking to routes 
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and trains to meet tlie public need for a balanced transportation sys- 
tem, as specifically mandated in the act. Altliough no one would arpue 
that such a task is easy, the value of a ranking system seems self- 
evident because it would give the layman a quick insight into the most 
likely future changes of service. For example, the act requires Amtrak 
to develop experimental routes extending service to the major popula- 
tion areas of each of the 48 contiguous States not included in the basic 
system. If Amtrak could develop the ranking system, interested par- 
ties from lower ranking prospective areas for service would learn 
tliat if they desire train service in the moi'e immediate future they 
would have to seek a State subsidy for a section 403(b) route. 

Similarly, a ranking system of existing trains would serve to warn 
communities on the low-ranking trains that patronage had l)etter 
increase or the route will be in jeopardy. In short, the i-anlcing system 
would provide seed information for the stimulation of public interest 
ajid discussion. In addition, otlier provisions of law relating to pas- 
senger service may be better utilized as a result of the better infor- 
mation which would be available. 

For example, section 4(i) (2) of the Department of Transportation 
Act [40 TLS.C. sec. 165.3 (i) (2)] which provides for 60 percent Fed- 
eral financing of the total cost of conversion of a railroad passenger 
terminal into an intermodal transportation terminal, miglit be used 
more if the public were made aware that providing such an inter- 
modal transportation terminal in an area might help retain an exist- 
ing-but-threatened route, or perhaps such a terminal might te pro- 
vided as part of a package instituting rail passenger service in a new 
area. 

Of the criteria developed by Amtrak, the only one seemingly with- 
out much merit is the safety criterion. It is common knowledge that 
trains are somewliat safer than buses and far safer than passenger 
cars. How tins fact would be given specific application in a given case 
is not readily apparent. 

^Ir. RooNET. If I may interrupt for just a minute. ^Ir. ^lacFar- 
land, how do you come to the decision that Passenger trains are safer 
than buses ? 

First of all, introduce your colleagues, please. 
Mr. MACFAIU>AND. Mr. Richard Lewis of my staff and Mr. Ted 

Knappen, Legislative Counsel of the Commission and INIr. Brown of 
our auditor's offce and Mr. Love of the Railroad Passenger Service 
group. 

Mr. ROON:ET. Now, ray question is, why are passenger trains safer 
than buses ? 

I would like you to tell me how you reached that conclusion, be- 
cause Amtrak's safety record, as I understand, is abominable when it 
comes to accidents. 

Mr. LEWIS. Our figures are based upon transportation fatality sta- 
tistics dating back to 1925. These statistics include Amtrak operations 
after 1971. 

Sir. RooNET. You may proceed. Commissioner. 
Mr. MACFARLAND. The economic criteria generally are flexible since 

no hard and fast ratio of loss or other determinative factor is adopted. 
In drafting of the criteria, tliere was substantial sentiment for firm 
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loss ratios, which would automatically result in the cancellation of a 
train if it exceeds the relevant ratio or guideline. The Commission 
stat! argued, however, that the intent the legislation would be disre- 
garded oy too inflexible an approach. The latter viewpoint lias pre- 
vailed. 

The National Association of Motor Bus Operators attack this flexi- 
bility on the grounds that it will permit Amtrak to retain uneconomic 
routes for vague social reasons. This criticism overlooks the report 
that the Amtrak staff will prepare on the basis of the public's response 
to any proposed change. That report should detail the social and en- 
vironmental factors. Yet tliere can he no denying that the more flexi- 
ble approach will permit greater Amtrak deficits, certainly at least 
over the short term. This may to some extent conflict with the Secre- 
tary's recent statement of national transportation policy which calls 
for "establishment of a fii-m limit on the Federal multiyear commit- 
ment of support to insure prudent investment and economical use of 
resources." 

Tiiere is an additional criticism which entei'S at this point, namely 
that Amtrak will be applying its own criteria, without review by any 
other authority. On this point I believe that the criteria most likely 
will be used to expand service, in accordance with the congressional 
intent to expand rail passenger service nationwide, but on as economic 
a basis as can be managed. Therefore, although Amtrak will have con- 
siderable freedom in reaching its decisions, this freedom is fidl}' con- 
sistent with the language of the legislation and the intent of the 
Congress. 

The procedure for giving notice appears to have inad\-ertently 
omitted the Commission—this is the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion—from tlie list of persons and organizations who are to be served 
with notice of proposed changes—appendix F-1, F-2. This omission 
should be corrected. Althougii the format for holding hearings ap- 
pears to be satisfactory, the Commission perliaps should be reserved 
the right to make an appearance at any such hearing to present its 
own position. 

No major flaws appear in the proposal with the exception of the 
failure to develop a method for a priority ranking of routes and 
trains. 

The new criteria and procedures represent a radical departure for 
Amtrak, and hopefully will free it from the burdensome restraints 
in formulating its routes which no doubt have aggravated its operat- 
ing losses. But as Senator Hartke stated in the floor debate, while 
the administration and tiie Congress recognize the importance of the 
Amtrak service both to national goals and to the many communities 
it serves, "there is a limit to the amount of resources we as a nation 
can properly devote to providing rail passenger service." 

As a final matter, it seems wortliwliile to note again my earlier ob- 
servation that the new procedure will not take the ICO out of the 
train discontinuance business, because the Commission never was in 
the business as far as Amtrak is concerned. Also, the section 13a juris- 
diction remains, botli as to Amtrak and non-Amtrak trains, although 
it very likely will never be utilized by the former. 

68-064—T8 B 
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The only thing that remains to be seen is whether the new method 
will prove successful. Judging from the initial proposal, the new 
method may prove successful with the modifications proposed by the 
Commission. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KooNEY. Thank you. 
First of all, I would like Mr. Lewis to provide for the committee 

the statistics on fatalities with respect to rail passenger service versus 
bus service. 

Mr. LEWIS. I believe there are also injuries besides fatalities. 
Mr. RooNET, I would like those statistics also. 
[The following information was received for the record:] 
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PASSENGER FATALITIES IN TRANSPORT VEHICLES' 

Domestic scheduled Supplemental 
air carriers Buses' Rail air earners 

NLmber Rate> Number Rate* Number Rate> Number Rate* 

1970  0 0.00 130 0.19 10 0.09 46 0.45 
1971  174 .16 130 .19 17 .24 0 .00 
1972  160 .13 130 .19 48 .53 0 .00 
1973  128 .10 170 .24 6 .07 0 .00 
1974'.... 158 .12 150 .21 7 .07 0 .00 

> Excludes crew members on public carriers, nonoassengers killed by transport vehicles, and aircraft passenger deaths 
resultingf rom dynamite/sabotage accidents (39 in 1955; I in 1957; 29in 1960; 37 in 19S2; 41in 1%4). 

< Includes fatalities in all bus type vehicles. For the rates for class I intercity carriers see supplementary information 
on source data page. 

> FatJiity rate per 100 million passenger miles. 
* Preliminary estimates by source. 

PASSENGER DEATHS AND DEATH RATES, 1955-74 

Railroad Scheduled domestic 
Passenger cars 

Number 

and taxis 

Rate 

Buses passenger trains air transport planes 

Year Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate 

1955.... 25,100 2.70 100 .18 19 0.07 156 0.76 
1956.... 26,600 2.70 80 .16 57 .20 143 .62 
1957  25,600 2.60 100 .19 17 .07 31 .12 
1958.... 24,100 2.30 90 .17 62 .27 114 .43 
1959.... 24,800 2.30 110 .21 12 .05 209 .69 
1960  24,800 2.20 70 .13 33 .16 297 .93 
1961  24,700 2.10 100 .19 20 .10 124 .38 
1962  26,800 2.20 60 .11 28 .14 121 .34 
1963.... 28,900 2.30 150 .26 13 .07 48 .12 
1964  31,500 2.40 90 .15 9 .05 65 .14 
1965  32.500 2.40 100 .16 12 .07 205 .33 
1966  34,800 2.50 150 .23 27 .16 59 .09 
1967  34,800 2.40 120 .18 13 .09 226 .29 
1968  36,200 2.40 140 .21 13 .10 258 .28 
1969  36,800 2.30 130 .19 9 .07 132 .13 
1970  34,800 2.10 130 .19 10 .09 0 .00 
1971  34,200 1.90 130 .19 17 .24 174 .15 
1972.... 35,200 1.90 130 .19 48 .53 160 .13 
1973.... 33,700 1.80 170 .24 6 .07 128 .10 
1974.... 26,800 1.30 150 .21 7 .07 158 .U 

Source: Railroad data from Federal Railroad Administration; airplane data from NaUonal Transportation Safety Board, 
Bureau of Aviation Safety; motor-vehicle data, approximation by National Safety Council based on data from state traffic 
authorities. Federal Highway Administration^ National Association of Motor Bus Operators, American Public Transit 
Association and Federal Railroad Administration. 

Mr. RooNEY. What are the standards the Commission has used in 
evaluating discontinuance of a passenger train under section 13a and 
how do such criteria differ from tlie criteria proposed by Amtrak? 

Mr. MACFAUL.\ND. On 13a and reading from a number of reported 
cases, some of which we brouglit today, but tlie Commission came up 
and followed a specific procedure or procedures to be followed by rail- 
roads in petitioning for discontinuance, indicating the form and type 
of public notice information required from the railroads to support 
their petition and format of any public hearings to be lield. 

Relative to criteria, the Commission did not state in a single docu- 
ment the criteria it would use in approving or disapproving a contin- 
uance. However, case histories from discontinuance proceedings indi- 
cate quite clearly that the criteria implicitly used by the Commission 
fell into two categories: Measuring impact on economics and the 
public convenience and necessity. 

As the principal economic criteria, the ICC seeks to determine the 
financial effect of the proposed discontinuance on an individual rail- 
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road, namely, whether the continuation of a route or service would ira- 
l)ose an undue burden on tlie carrier. 

To permit this determination, the railroads prepared for ICC a re- 
view of income statement that specified one, the total revenues attrib- 
utable to service along the route, and, two, the direct cost of operating 
the service. 

With respect to public convenience and necessity, which today 
might be called "social factors," tlie "ICC" tries to ascertain the num- 
ber of persons who would be inconvenienced if the train service were 
discontmued. 

The ICC, in making this determination, treats factore such as total 
population sensed and potential ridership along the route as secondary 
to the impact of discontinuance on the actual number of persons rid- 
ing the train. 

However, a low ridership alone is not accepted as the key indicator 
tlmt a route should l)e discontinued. Rather, the ICC also tries to 
ascertain whether poor service for the railroad has played a signi- 
ficant role in artificially depressing the level of ridership and in such 
cases instruted the railroads to continue and in some cases to upgrade 
the service. 

Tliat digest, sir, was taken from three or five cases which stated it, 
and then had restated it from time to time in discontinuance 
proceedings. 

Mr. RoovET. At this time, I would like to recognize a very distin- 
guished colleague from Illinois, a new member of this committee, 
Congressman Edward R. Madigan, who just joined ns after the resig- 
nation by Jim Ilasings, and we welcome you at this time. 

Mr. MADIOAX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
!Mr. RooxEY. In our opinion. Commissioner, is the omission of a 

priority ranking system serious enough to recommend disapproval 
of the Amtrak criteria ? 

^fr. MACFAULAND. Sir, it was mandated by Congress. 
The other things that were mandated to comply with tliis. for no 

reason I can see, were ignored. The only reason I can see to ignore it 
is. one, you attach no importance to any of them, or you attaclied equal 
importance to all of tlicm, and tliat leaves you on the horns of a 
dilemma and it is difficult, as I view it. 

lyct me sny this: This is not an easy job as to whether or not it is 
of suHi significance that Congress shoiild reiect this report. As to 
that, I doubt I am in a position to state. I would say to you, sir, that 
Congress either meant wliat it said or didn't mean what it said. 

Mr. RooxKT. Congress does that occasionally, you know. 
Mr. ALXCFARLAND. Well, I believe that Congress meant what it said 

because a rather complicated formula was followed here and every- 
thing was done but that. 

Xnw, as a lawyer of 30 years practice, I know that in a title search, 
for instance, you have to start back twice the Statute of Limitations 
and bring it up and if thei'e is a link in that chain of title that fails, 
that the whole title will fail. 

Similarly, in a tort case, there are certain things that must be 
proved and the failure to prove one of those things, the case fails. 

I am leading up to an answer that I believe to be that I think it 
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would be, as I say, if Congress meant what it said, and T am of the 
opinion it did, tliat that would be sufficient cause to reject the report. 

Mr. RooNET. What are your suggestions in developing a ranking 
system ? 

Mr. MACFARLAND. We have stated in my testimony that we hav© 
found no great fault witli the other things that Amtrak has done here. 

Are you asking me, sir, as I anticipate I might be asked that if I 
developed a ranking system, how I would rank these things? 

Mr. RooNEY. Yes. 
Mr. MACFARLAND. I would do in effect what the Interstate Com- 

merce Commission has done in the past, and there are two things I 
would consider. This may not be the opinion of the Commission, but 
I am speaking for myself, sir. 

I would say economic criteria and the public convenience and ne- 
cessity, which is known by another name now, and the economic cri- 
teria, and Congress has mandated we should have or the American 
people should liave a subsidized rail passenger service. 

Now, as to wlien that cost gets too high to expand it, I am not pre- 
pared to say, but I would say that the economic criteria should be first, 
speaking for myself, and, second, the public convenience and necessity 
and public convenience and necessity is just pretty well sel:f- 
explanatory. 

Tliat is. some of these criteria I mentioned in my testimony, the 
number of people served or the number of people who could possibly 
be served \i the service were granted or if schedules were better or 
if anyone of a dozen tilings transpired, the number of people actually 
using the trains, the number of people who would be inconvenienced 
by the discontinuance of that tram or trains—and T would come back, 
and as I say. tliis is my opinion and perhaps it may or may not be 
the Commission's but the economic criteria would be No. 1. 

As to setting, or as to tell you where I should say the law should 
stop. 

In otbcr words, I have seen figures, but T don't have them at hand 
right now, tliat to haul a passenger Amtrak has to spend $1.80 to mak« 
a dollar now. 

Well, I am advised that is close. 
Now whether it should be subsidized at 160 percent or 200 percent. 

I don't have any firm figiires on that. 
But I say in this day and time that cost must be considered. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Will you yield? 
INIr. RooNET. Yes. 
IVIr. SKUBITZ. Do T understand you correctly, sir, that you bp.lie\e 

the criteria presented are better than the criteria used by the Inter- 
state Commerce Commision ? 

INIr. IMACFARLAND. No, sir. Mr. Skubitz, in many ways, it is the same 
criteria. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. I didn't know you used any criteria down there. That 
is the reason I asked the question. 

]\Iy second question is, wliat criteria do you use? 
Mr. MAcFARLAxn. I read that criteria, as you were coming in, and 

I will furnish it to you, that they followed two, "economic" and 
"public convenience and necessity." 
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Mr. SKTTBITZ. Tliis is right and if I undei-stand yon correctly, yonr 
position is that you place the economic criteria, profit and loss, above 
public interest and welfare, is this correct ? 

Mr. MACFARLAND. I said, if I stated it, it would be the public would 
be placed above public interest and welfare. 

I misstated myself. I said there were two criteria. 
Mr. SKUBrrz. That is my statement, you say the dollar sign comes 

before public interest and convenience. 
Mr. IIACFARLAND. If I did, I misstated myself, but I meant to say 

there are two criteria I would adopt, economics, which I certainly 
would not shove in the background because there comes a time when 
the public cost must be considered, or the private cost. 

Second is the public convenience and necessity. 
Mr. SKTTBrrz. Then, of the two criteria, wliich do you consider the 

most important? 
Mr. MACFAKLAND. Economic. 
Mr. SKUBFTZ. That is what I am saying, you put the dollar sign 

above the public interest and convenience ? 
Mr. MACFARLAND. Mr. Skubitjt, let me say this is my opinion and 

I speak perhaps not for the Commission but I say they both have to 
be considered. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooNET. Mr. Hefner. 
Mr. HEFNER. I think Mr. Slnibitz asked one of the questions I was 

interested in. 
There is one thing here where you have four key issues that are 

anticipated in analyzing current and proposed routes. 
Wliat I am interested in is your No. 4, "Are there overriding social 

or economic benefits pertaining to the route" ? What constitutes "over- 
riding social"? 

Would this be jobs or would that come iinder "economics" ? What 
would constitute "overriding social" ? This is just the social part, not 
the economic benefits now. 

Mr. MACFARLAND. These are given, and you are reading from page 
8 of my prepared testimony, is that right ? 

Mr. HEFNER. Right. 
Mr. MACFARLAND. Going back further in the development of policy 

guidelines, Amtrak staff would continue to analyze current and pro- 
posed routes and in tlie light of that statement four key issues are an- 
ticipated according to Amtrak. 

Now, in answer, I would have to say, as I used to advice clients, 
when you get to a question where you don't know, be honest enough 
to say "I don't know." 

Mr. HEFNER. I certainly appreciate that. Tliat is the form I liave 
used and used very often, I might say. But this is something that 
bothers me. What constitutes an overriding social benefit? Wliat does 
it take in or include ? I realize there is no pat answer for it. 

Mr. MACFARLAND. I would only say those are matters that are 
going to have to ha determined as we view it by Amtrak and not by 
ICC. That is why I didn't give it too much attention. 

Mr. HEFNER. Could it include anything such as going through some- 
body's district who is influential? Would that be a social concern? 

Mr. MACFARI^ND. Yes, sir. 
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. Mr. HEFNER. I think that is one of the questions that I might ask. 
Another is, wliat would be tlie effect on the passenger transportation 
system and what would be the effect on the public if the Congress told 
Aratrak flatly to live within its current appropriation ratlier than 
counting on supplemental appropriations this year ? 

Mr. MACFARLAND. It would, of necessity, cut out a good many routes 
and I would say, if that was said by the Congress, that Amtrak would 
have to cut down tremendously and serve onl}' those areas between the 
most populated areas. Boston-New York, Philadelphia-Washington, 
and perhaps between Chicago and New York, between Dallas and 
Houston, between San Francisco and Los Angeles. 

They would be intercity routes there, in other words, for Amtrak— 
well, as presently set up, I did a study or had a study made in the 
office and we figured that if every Aratrak train running today were 
running at 100 percent of capacity, which would be an impossibility, 
but if it was, I believe it was that it would take $1.21 to make a dollar. 

Those figures are not exact. 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Rooney made the statement yesterday that if 

Amtrak ran 7 days a week at full capacity, it would lose something 
like $75 million a year. 

Mr. MACFARLAND. Yes. 
Mr. HEFNER. One other thing you mentioned was that if you asked 

for further appropriations and there were none, you would have to cut 
back in some of the highly populated areas. 

I believe the testimony indicated that the most important routes or 
the ones that are most violently contested in discontinuance proceed- 
ings are not necessarily tlie ones that were in the most populated 
areas. Perhaps some of the routes that go from the east to the west 
coast might be as important but would not have the population or par- 
ticipation as some other routes. 

Now, you said Amtrak would determine if you would go on the 
Xortlieast corridor possibly? 

Mr. JL\CFARLAND. Yes. 
Mr. HJ:FNER. Would the Board determine this? 
Mr. IVIACFAKLAND. Under the proposed criteria that would be deter- 

mined by Amtrak. 
Mr. HEFNER. And they would say "We will just cut some of the 

traffic to the point where we don't have the participation or riders." 
Mr. ^MACFARLAND. With the continued review and guidance of the 

Congress of the United States, telling them how much money they 
could have. 

Mr. HEFNER. In other words, they could cut a route carrying 80 
percent or cut one carrying 40 percent but the one at 40 percent capa- 
city it might be as vital as the one at 80 percent ? 

Mr. MACFARLAND. Yes. Speaking of the vital nature, let me address 
this more a moment. 

I heard a candidate from my home State of Tennessee for Governor 
say: 

The finest road in the world was the Applan Way and the longest road was 
the one on top of the Wall of China and the most Important road in the world 
is the one that goes in front of my house. 

So, as to vital or necessary road, that road in Nevada or Arkansas 
or in the mountains of east Tennessee that is presently nmning is just 
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as important to them as the route that goes from New York to Wash- 
ington or Boston to Washington. 

^Ir. IIKFNEK. I liave the utmost respect for the intelligence and in- 
tegrity of people in Tennessee, having been born in Tennessee. A lot 
of great people have come from that State. 

Those are all the question I have, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. EooNEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Skubitz. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. I have more than one. 
As I understand your philosophy the dollar sign comes before pub- 

lic interest. 
Inasmuch as the postal authority is now a private organization that 

should be operating at a profit, are you willing to sit here today and 
say, "Since two-thirds of the post offices in Tennessee are operating at 
a loss, we ought to close all of them" ? 

Perhaps closing one in your hometown. 
Mr. IVLACFARLAND. There are certain things the Government is ap- 

parently going to have to do. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. That is the way I look at this whole question. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
^Ir. MiVcFARLAND. Maybe I am one of those who had not come, we 

accept the Postal Service because I grew up with it. It was there when 
I was bom and I became accustomed to it and maybe I have not come 
along fast enough in thinking to say that subsidized public transpor- 
tation is a proper function of Government. It may be. 

I think if it is a proper function of Government, somewhere there 
has to be a limit put on tlie amount of expenditures put into it. 
Where that is, I am not prepared to say, Mr. Skubitz. 

But the public transportation may be one of those tilings where 
the Government is going to have to subsidize. 

Mr. SKUBrrz. You feel then that the waterways, or that the careers 
parading up and down the rivers and waterways, ought to get their 
share of the freiglit and tlie construction of the canals and operation 
of the locks ? Is this correct ? 

Mr. MACFARLAND. I don't think it would be unfair to ask the water- 
ways to bear some of the costs. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Thank you. I appreciate your statement. 
Mr. RooNET. Mr. Madigan. 
Mr. J^IADIOAN. Mr. MarFarland, please excuse me, I am brand new 

and this is my very first meeting and I am not familiar with your 
background at all. 

Mr. MACFAULAND. Mr. Madigan, I am sort of new myself. 
Mr, ALvDiOAN. How long have you been on the Commission, may 

Task? 
Mr. ^L\CFARLAND. 3 years and 2 months. 
Mr. MADIGAN. Did Mr. Skubitz establish that in your suggestions 

for ranking the priorities, that you would put the economic considera- 
tions first ? 

Mr. MACFARLAND. I believe Mr. Skubitz did. I am not backing down 
on that but I am saying along with the economic criteria some, or a 
great deal of consideration must l)e given to the public convenience 
and necessity. 

And in those cases, mind you some years ago, when rail abandon- 
ments, rail passenger abandonments were before the Interstate Cora- 
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merce Commission, both were considered. They never rated them. 
They didn't say "economics first, public convenience and necessity 
second," but tliey said they both must be considered. 

I am of the opinion they both must. 
Mr. Skubitz is an excellent questioner and he pinned me down and 

I will just have to admit how I feel about it, my own individual 
opinion. 

Mr. MADIGAN. The reason I pursued it is it seems to me your posi- 
tion is contrary to the history of what the Commission did with the 
railroads when the railroads were operating passenger trains. 

The public convenience and necessity question seemed to be para- 
mount over the question of wlietlier or not they made money. 

Mr. MACFARLAND. It was given strong consideration and I could 
not argue that with you because in these four or five cases which 
reiterated the criteria that was set down, and it was repeated in these 
cases, they were given apparently equal treatment. 

Mr. SKtmrrz. Will the gentleman yield ? 
ISIr. MADIGAN. Certainly, Mr. Skubitz. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Sir, the very purpose of the Commission was to pro- 

tect tlie public interest ancl j'ou couldn't get a truck route if you 
wanted one unless you could establish it was in the public interest 
and convenience. 

Now, maybe I have had this all wrong all my life because I thought 
the Commission was an arm of the Congress and in turn it was sup- 
posed to protect the public interest and convenience. 

Mr. MACFARLAND. Mr. Skubitz, that is certainly before the Com- 
mission in its every move and certainly uppermost in my mind, but 
then, you come back to a question of public convenience and necessity, 
and we may be dealing in semantics here and argument, but it might 
not be in the public interest to force a railroad or a bus line or a truck 
company to continue indefinitely a highly unprofitable route and 
finally break it and have no service at all and certainly it is conceiv- 
able that that can be done. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. That is the very reason in the Northeast Railroad bill, 
the Corridor bill, and the whole Northeast Corridor, we established 
the principle that if they lose money and want to go out of business 
they were going to try to find some way in order to keep them operat- 
ing—the first year, Mr. Chairman, 100 percent and the next year 90 
and 10, and that shows the feeling of Congress. 

Being an arm of Congress I would hope the Commission would 
think a little like the Congress thinks. 

That is all. Thank you, I yield. 
Mr. MACFARLAND. Mr. Skubitz, we practically echo your views. 
Mr. MADIGAN. May I pursue with you one moment. Commissioner, 

the broader question of public policy. 
Since 1940. there have been about .S.2 million acres of land taken out 

of production in the United States by all forms of strip mining, 
whether talking about coal or iron, or whatever we are talking about, 
all strip mining has been 3.2 million acres of land. 

Airport construction, since 1940, has been 3.4 million acres of land, 
or, in other words, we have taken 300,000 more acres of land out of 
production in the United States for airport construction in the past 
35 years than all of the stripping put together. 
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Now a lot of Government money went into the airports and a lot 
of Grovemment money continues to move into those airports. Many 
people like myself who have on occasion, when we can't avoid it, have 
to use O'Hare Field in Chicago, can look forward to a half hour to 1 
hour delay, and to missing planes and to doing all kinds of things. 

Would it be your suggestion that Amtrak, if they had passenger 
trains moving in and out of Chicago losing money, that tliose trains 
should be discontinued and the airport should be expanded even 
further? 

Would you think that is good public policy ? 
Mr. MACFARLANT). Mr. Madigan, the Congress of the United States 

decided in 1970, as I read the Amtrak Act, we were going to have sub- 
sidized rail passenger service in this country and they created national 
transportation service. 

The only point I was making, I was saying that maybe I am behind 
20,40, 50,100 years in my thinking, I readily admit it. 

Since that is the policy of Congress and since the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission is an arm of Congress to carry out that policy, it is 
not for me to say that Congress was wrong about it. I liave some opin- 
ions simply that the cost could eventually get so out of line that you 
could not justify it economically. 

I am not advocating here toclay the abandonment of Amtrak. It is 
a public service. I am saying that somewliere there is a limit to the 
amount of money that the Treasury can put in to subsidize tlie public 
transportation. I don't know what it is. That is not a very good 
answer. 

I would be the first to admit it. But I will say that somewhere there 
is a limit. 

Now, as to what routes Amtrak has come up with routes for estab- 
lishing a criteria here and we have found no great fault with it. We 
found the omission I had mentioned earlier, tliey had not rated or 
ranked these things and I anticipated I was going to be asked "All 
right, since you find this is a fault, how would you do it" and T have 
given to you, to the best of my al)ility an honest personal answer. It 
may not be the right answer but that is my feeling. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Let me ask you one furtlier question. 
The District I serve, and I am what they call a niral Republican, 

the district that I serve is sen'ed by only one airline. That airline had 
gross revenues including Government subsidies a little bit in excess of 
$14 million last year. 

Tlie Government's subsidy exceeded $7 million, or 50 percent of 
tlie gross revenues of that airline. 

You ai-e talking about $1.60 for $1.00 and I am telling you that 
half of the revenues of tliat airline serving my district came directly 
out of the Federal Treasui-y. 

T just think wlien the Interstate Commerce Commission, the Con- 
gress or anyone else starts making public policy decisions about trans- 
portation that it ought to be a lot more coordinated tlxan it has been 
in tlie past and perhaps what we need to do is talk to one another 
more f reuently. 

I yield back. 
Mr. ALVCFARLAND. Yes, Mr. Madigan, the purpose of my testimony 

was doing wliat Congress had directed ICC to do, we would comment 
on the criteria and that was the sole purpose. 



70 

I seem to, by some personal views, have el'oited some strong ques- 
tions here, but I tried to answer tliem to the best of my ability, 

Mr. RooTTEY. And I think you have been very candid, Commissioner. 
Off the record. 
fDis'^ussion off the recordl 
Mr. ROOXT:Y. Commissioner, are yon planning on pettinjr all of the 

fibres togctlier on what to do with the criteria on Amtrak's supple- 
mental request ? 

Because Mr. Reistrup said yesterday they may come back for a 
supplemental request. 

Mr. ]NL\CFARLAND. SO far as I know, we had no request to do it, but 
if you request it. we will do it. 

Mr. RooNEY. You are prepared to come out ? 
Mr. MACFAKLAND. I believe we could. It will take some time, but I 

believe we could come up with that. 
Mr. LEWIS. We have a report that will be sent to Congress on 

Marcli 15 and we will incorporate some figures, but will be glad to 
give you any other figures you need. 

Mr. RooNEY. You are current? 
Mr. LEWIS. Yes. 
Mr. RODNEY. Do you feel there is any need for a supplemental 

appropriation? 
Mr. LEW^IS. If service is to be maintained or improved, yes. 
Mr. RooxEY. Suppose they continue tlieir routes under tlie present 

structure, without  adding any  additional  routes,  what then? 
Mr. LEWIS. Well, the costs are increasing due to labor contracts, 

maintenance costs for the equipment, plus they have new equipment 
coming on the line and that must be paid for. 

I believe the Federal drawdowns will be increased and they will 
run a greater deficit. 

Mr. RooxEY. Commissioner. 
Mr. MAcFARiiAND. One think I might add. 
]Mr. Skubitz mentioned we are an arm of Congress, whicli we recog- 

nize and know. We are charged with the adequacy of service regula- 
tions and in view of that we might have some comments concerning 
the need for a certain amount of funds to provide an adequate service 
of those trains that are presently running. 

We work constantly with Amtrak with reports, making reports, 
that is, and receive these complaints, you know, certainly better than 
I, such as when they took over the rail service tliey liad cars 20 to 30 
years old tliat brolve down and they were not compatible and they did 
the best they could with the equipment. 

Now. they have brought new cars online and as these cars, and I 
have watched this service complaint thing as it comes from Mr. Ijore's 
office once a months, but as these new cars are brousrht into t^e system 
those service complaints have constantly dropped from a liigli of near 
900 a month to down, for 1 month, below .'lOO. that is a 40-percont drop 
in those tilings, that is. as the new cars came online. 

That is  also plus some experience in  running the railroad. 
I would have to say that Amtrak is doing a much better job today 

than they did 18 months ago or 2 years ago. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. MacFarland, may I say this. 
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Personally, I have been dissatisfied with the track record of Amtrak 
for some time. 

They come before this committee and say, "Well, our equipment is 
run down. When our new equipment gets liere, we will move on down 
the road." 

At least that is what they infer. I am not ready to accept that, when 
I know they are operating on a track, as I said yesterday, that would 
only carry a train down the road at 10, 20, or 30 miles an hour. There 
is no sense in liaving a 150-mile-an-hour train if it has to run at 20 or 
30 miles an iiour. 

Tliey have to do sometliing about upgrading the tracks. I realize 
that tiie tracks belong to the company and we need to deal with them. 
That is one reason I am ready to hold a carrot out; to get the railroads 
to start building up the roadbeds. 

Mr. MACFARLAND. Mr. Love, of our staff, is doing a study now and 
purely by way of interest, 1926, 1936, 1946, 1956 and today. 

In 1920, he discovered a train that liit a speed, as I recall, of 131 
miles an liour between Cliicago and New York that had a program 
at tliat time that for every minute late that that train was coming 
into Chicago or going back to New York or the stations in between 
because it stopj)^ once or twice, they refunded $1 for every minute 
they were late. 

This was in 1926, 50 years ago. 
Mr. SKUBrrz. An intei-esting study. 
May 1 say this to you, Mr. MacFarland. The only thing that 

shocked me is that you place so much emphasis on the economic phase 
of tliis over the public interest. I don't place tliem on that basis. 

They have no responsibility to pick up loss after loss after loss, but, 
in turn, if we feel it is in the public interest perhaps we have to 
subsidize. 

This is one reason I supported Amtrak and I do feel it is about time 
that Amtrak began reducing losses instead of telling me, "Boy, next 
year we will get a new train or coach or something like that and our 
problem will be solved," when I know that traveling between Chicago 
and the west coast and between Chicago and Florida, that if you 
had every seat on the train full, every seat taken for the whole dis- 
tance, every pullman, everybody with his $8.95 steak eating four meals 
a day you have to come up with sometliing other than a loss figure. 

There is something wrong when you operate that way. If it is their 
fault, if they can't give us some answers, let's get somebody else to 
operate Amtrak. 

If conditions over which they have no control, persist, they should 
come to the committee and tell us and see if we can help them. 

I want to see Amtrak make a "go" of it, but I can't see them making 
a go of it if they don't come up with the facts and tell us what their 
problems are so we can mutually work out some answers. 

Mr. MACFARLAND. I simply gave you an account of tlie complaints, 
showing that I followed tnis complaint thing witli interest, and we 
take those up with Amtrak within the limits of our jurisdiction, which 
is not great, but we take it up with Amtrak in an effort to work out 
and to oetter this situation. 

It has, Mr. Skubitz, improved in the last 12 montlis and appears 
to continue to improve. 
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Now, what will happen when the hot weather hits us in Kansas and 
in Chicago and in Pennsylvania and Tennessee and other parts of 
the country and tliese cars start to break down again, I don't know. 

But I do know that the complaints that reach us dropped from a 
high of almost 900 down to 400 a month, which would indicate that 
sometliing is happening, to the point where people are not complain- 
ing as much. 

Air. SKUBITZ. Nothing further. 
Mr. RooNEY. Commissioner, one final question. 
Is it possible under existing law for Amti-ak to petition the ICC for 

discontinuance under 13a and not apply its own criteria ? 
Mr. MACFAKLAND. NO, sir, it is not. 
October 1, 1977, unless Congress, between now and then, amends 

that law again, they do not have the benefits of section 13a. 
Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Rooney, if I may point out, the other railroads, non- 

Amtrak railroads have the right to petition the Commission for dis- 
continuance and have used the right within the last year. 

The Southern has discontinued two portions of trains in 1975 and 
we granted those discontinuances. 

Mr. RooNEY. As I recall, you said earlier today, Mr. Lewis, that you 
presently have a detailed analysis of Amtrak's costs, is that correct ? 

Mr. LEWIS. We have a breakdown of various costs examined from 
different levels, different ratios, and different points of view. 

That will be included as an appendix to the report of the Commis- 
sion to Congress on March 15, but I can supply you those figures 
earlier. 

Mr. RooNEY. I would appreciate it very much if you would supply 
it for the committee and the record will remain open until we have 
those figures. 

[See Interstate Commerce Commission Report to the President and 
the Congress, "Effectiveness of the Act, March 15, 1976—Amtrak," 
appendix, pp. 72-93.] 

Mr. RODNEY. Thank you very much. 
Tliat will conclude your testimony and I appreciate it very much. 
Our next witness will be James C. Miller, Assistant Director for 

Government Operations and Research, Council on Wages and Price 
Stability, Washington, D.C. 

I would appreciate it, Mr. Miller, if you would introduce your col- 
league for the benefit of the committee. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES C. MILLER IH, ASSISTAITT DIRECTOR, COUN- 
CIL ON WAGE AND PRICE STABILITY, EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE 
PRESIDENT; ACCOMPANIED BY VAUGHN WILLIAMS, GENERAL 
COUNSEL 

ISIr. Aln^LEH. Thank you. Congressman Rooney. 
I nm joined today by my distinguished colleague Mr. Vaughn Wil- 

liams, General Counsel oi the Council on Wage and Price Stability. 
I have a short statement which, with your permission, I would like 

to read into the record. 
Mr. RooNEY. Yes; certainly. 
Mr. MTLLER. Attached to the statement is a copy of the comments 

of the Council on Wage and Price Stability [see p. 74], which I 
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would like to submit for tlie record. Also attached is a study entitled, 
"An Economic Policy Analysis of the Amtrak Program," [see p. 80]. 

Mr. RooNEY. Yes; you may proceed. 
Mr, ]MiLi,ER. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: It is both 

an honor and a pleasure to be invited to appear before you today. 
As you know, the Council on Wage and Price Stability was estab- 
lislied in August 1974 to monitor wages and prices and, among other 
tilings, to review and appraise the inflationary impacts of various ac- 
tions in tlie private sector and those of the Federal Government. In 
this vein, on November 21,1975, the Council submitted to Congress its 
views with respect to the possible inflationary impact of the National 
Ilailroad Passenger Corporation's proposed criteria and procedures 
for making route and service decisions for Antrak. We concluded 
that the criteria proposed by the Corporation could have significant 
inflationary eflects. Tliis is not to say that Congi-ess necessarily should 
reject or modify them. For other, possibly more important, reasons. 
Congress may wish to grant its approval. But it would appear to us 
that the likely inflationary eflects are profound and that Congress 
siiould give serious consicieration to rejecting the proposed criteria 
and directing tlie Corporation to provide something better. 

As you know, the Corporation lias proposed the following criteria 
for determining which of Amtrak's routes and services should be re- 
tained, and wliich deleted, and, which routes and sendees if any, 
should be added to the system: (1) Economic—measuring the impact 
of a route or service on Amtrak's current and projected financial 
status; (2) social—measuring the impact of a route or service on 
population offered Amtrak service and on actual ridership; and (3) 
environmental—measuring the impact of a route or service on energy 
consumption, air quality, and land use. 

We have three major concerns with these criteria. 
First: The Corporation states that these criteria are only indica- 

tive of the broad range of issues that will be considered in any de- 
cisions. Therefoi-e, considerable latitude remains for the Corporation 
to render decisions that may conflict with one or more of these criteria. 

Second: The Corporation has declined to place relative weights on 
the criteria it lists. On many occasions a decision will rest on which 
criteria are viewed as relatively more important and which are rela- 
tively less important. 

Finally: Contrai-y to what is required by the Amtrak Improvement 
Act, tlie proposed criteria—and procedures—do not represent a 
metliod for establishing a priority ranking of routes and services. 
One party could utilize these criteria to establish a ranking that 
would be very different from another's ranking based on the same 
criteria. 

The Council's analysis, summarized in the attached formal com- 
ments, demonstrates that any ranking of routes which is not based 
primarily on the economic criteria is likely to be inflationary. Al- 
though established in 1971 with expectations of ultimate profitability, 
Amtrak's losses have mounted year after year, going from $137.4 mil- 
lion—on an annualized basis—in 1971, to $147.5 million in 1972, to 
$158.6 million in 1973, to a whopping $272.7 million in 1974. By 1974 
the Federal subsidy to Amtrak exceeded passenger revenues. Surely 
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this raises a serious question witli respect to the economic wisdom of 
the criteria Amtrak has heretofore utilized in developing its system. 

Tliis question of rate and service selection is portrayed even more 
dramatically when comparisons are made with other modes of trans- 
portation, i or example, in 1974, the direct per-passenger subsidy to 
Amtrak passengers was $14.74, compared with $2 per passenger for 
local service airlines, zero for trunk airlines, and zero for intercity 
buses. Even based on subsidized fares, Amtrak would appear to be the 
lowest cost mode of passenger transportation for only a very small 
portion of tlie population, and if Amtrak fares reflected fully allo- 
cated costs, Amtrak, as tiie system is presently configured, would ap- 
pear to be an extraordinarily costly mode of passenger transportation. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, our premise is that 
govermnental actions wliich increase the cost of passenger transporta- 
tion are inflationary, and in tliis statement, and in our previous com- 
ments, we have attempted to indicate something of the magnitude of 
the problem. Moreover, our analysis, based on extensive studies by the 
Department of Transportation and Amtrak itself, shows that Am- 
trak's ability to provide efficient—that is noninfiationary—service dif- 
fers markedly by route. It is plausible that some configuration of 
Amtrak routes and services would be efficient—but the present system 
certainly is not. Of critical importance, in our judgment, the pro- 
posed criteria provide no remedy for this situation. Therefore, we 
urge Congress to consider seriously rejecting the instant proposal and 
directing the corporation to produce sometiiing better. 

"What might tliat "something better" be? We have two principal 
suggestions. First: The criteria should be objective and explicit. They 
should constitute a decision rule so clearly drawn that to the extent 
feasible its application by various parties would lead to the same 
rank ordering of routes and services. We realize that this is an idea 
and in practice it may not be feasible to develop such a standard. 
But in our judgment significant progress in this direction could be 
made over the criteria presently at issue. 

Second: We would urge the Congres to pay particular attention to 
the inflationary aspects of the Amtrak system and, as appropriate, 
direct the corporation to give proportionately more weight to the 
economic criteria. This is not to say that no losing services should 
be provided. But to the extent that Congress wishes to subsidize 
services into particular areas we recommend that consideration be 
given to the merits—such as possible cost savings—of providing such 
subsidized service through other means of common carrier trans- 
portation and that the criteria take such alternatives into account. 

Thank you for hearing our views on this important matter. I shall 
be glad to address any questions you might have. 

[The attachments referred to follow:] 

COMMENTS OF THE COUNCIL ON WAGE AND PBICE STABHITT ON THE NATIONAL 
RAILROAD PASSENQEE COEPOBATION'S PROPOSED CBITEBIA AND PBOCEDUBES FOB 
MAKING ROUTE AND SEBVICE DECISIONS 

On October 29, 1975, the Board of Directors of the National Railroad Pas- 
senger Corporation sent to the Senate and to the House of Representatives ita 
proposed criteria and procedures (the "Board Proposal") to be used when 
initiating new passenger rail routes and when discontinuing existing routes, 
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under the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975 (the "Act"). This Board Proposal 
has been sent to the Congress, as required by the Act, to initiate a 60 day 
period within which either House could reject the proposal by a majority-vote 
resolution. 

The Council on Wage and Price Stability has analyzed this Board Proposal 
and has concluded that the Board's proposed criteria may be Inadequate. First, 
the criteria are highly subjective; the Board Proposal suggests no relative 
weights or ranlcings to guide the Board in applying the criteria to Individual 
route decisions. Second—a related problem—the Board Proposal doe.s not give 
adequate importance to the economic criteria. In the Council's view, these are 
significant problems. The use of economic criteria for route selections should be 
given a high priority to alleviate the current high costs (by comparison to other 
modes of transportation) of Amtrak's rail service. 

Because of the importance of this matter, the Council hereby submits its com- 
ments for consideration by the members of the Senate and House Commerce 
Committees when reviewing the Board Proposal. It is the Council's recommen- 
dation that Congress clarify that the Board, when applying its Proposal to 
specific route decisions, will give greater weight to the economic criteria in- 
cluded in the Proposal. 

THE COUNCIL'S INTEREST 

The Council on Wage and Price Stability was establisshcd by the Council on 
Wage and Price Stability Act * to serve as a monitor of activities within both 
the public and private sectors of the economy that affect inflation or industrial 
productivity. Where programs of the federal government are develoi)ed through 
the administrative procedures of the federal agencies, the Council is authorized 
to intervene in those agency proceedings and express its view." Where instead 
federal programs are devolped through other procedures, the Council is au- 
thorized to "review and appraise" the inflationary impact of those proposjils,' 
focus attention on their Impact on productivity,* and finally to report Its recom- 
mendations to the President and to the Congress.' 

The Amtralc Improvement Act of 1974 did not require a public rnlemaking 
procedure for the promulgation of the Board Proposal. Instead it only required 
tliat the Board consider comments submitted to it by the Department of 'Trans- 
portation and the Interstate Commerce Commission before any final Board pro- 
posal was submitted to the Congress. While not included by the Amtrak Im- 
provement Act in this procedure, the Council is submitting its views for Con- 
press' consideration because of the importance of this matter to the costs of 
passenger service and therefore to the possible contribution this industry may 
make to inflation. 

TBE BOABD PBOPOBAL 

The Board Proposal transmitted to the Congress is intended to achieve two 
purposes. First, It is intended to establish procedures for the Board's considera- 
tion of proposals to create or discontinue routes. Second, it is Intended to estab- 
lish the substantive guidelines or "criteria" that will be used by the Board in 
making such decisions. It is these "criteria" that are of concern to the Council. 

The criteria contained in the Board Proposal, fully set forth as Attachment 
A to this report, are categorized by the Board as follows: 

(1) Economic—measuring the impact of a route or service on Amtrak's cur- 
rent and projected financial status; 

> See Pnbllc Law 9.V3S7 (August 24, 1974) as amenaefl by Public Law 94-78 (AuRTiRt 
9. 1<)73), 12 U.S.C. 1004  note. 

•Section 3(ttH8) of the Council on Wage and Price StablUt.v Act authorizes the 
Council to "Intervene and otherwise participate on Its own behalf In rulemaklng. rate- 
making, licensing and other proceedings before any of the departments and agencies of 
the United States, In order to present Its views as to the Inflationary Impact that might 
result from the possible outcome of such proceedings." 

= Section .3(a) (7) of the Act authorizes the Council to "review and appraise the various 
programs, policies and activities of the departments and agencies of the Dnited States for 
the purposes of determining the extent to which those programs and actl%'ltle« arc con- 
tributing to Inflation." 

« S»ction 3(a) (."i) of the Act authorizes the Council to focus attention on the need to 
Increase productivity In both the private and public sectors of the economy. 

' Section 5 of the Act directs the Council to report "Its findings and recommendations 
with respect to the containment of inflation" to the President and Congress. 

68-064—71 



78 

(2) Social—measarlng the Impact of a route or service on population offered 
Amtrak service and on actual ridership; and 

(3) Environmental—measuring the Impact of a route or service on energy 
consumption, air quality and land use. 

These criteria are then discussed in the text of the Board Proposal. 
The above criteria are only Intended to identify the broad range of Issues 

that the Board vpill consider in making route decisions. As such, they generally 
parallel the areas of evaluation required by Section 8 of the Amtrak Improve- 
ment Act.' The Board Proposal does not, however, explain the weight or priority 
that each criterion will have In specific route decisions made by the Board. 
Thus, tlie Proposal does not at all set forth how specific route decisions will be 
made—or differently put, how the Board will allocate its budget, without In- 
creased federal assistance, among tlie many routes that it must decide to start, 
continue or discontinue. For this reason, in the Council's view the Board Pro- 
posal does not comply with the requirement of the Amtrak Improvement Act 
that the Board adopt methods for establishing a priority ranking system for 
routes and trains to meet the needs of the public convenience and necessity for 
a balanced transportation system... . Section 8 of the Act. 

As set forth In the following section. It Is important. In the Oonncil's view, 
that greater weight be given to the economic criteria In the Board Proposal— 
that Is, the criteria asking the question whether a route will improve or worsen 
Amtrak's poor financial status and therefore whether the total cost of passenger 
rail transportation will increase or decrease. 

The Amtrak Improvement Act did require that the Board consider comments 
on its Proposal from the Interstate Commerce Commission and the Department 
of Transportation. The Commission's comments noted the need for some "speci- 
fic method for ranking routes and trains in order of priority." The Department 
of Transportation also noted this shortcoming and specifically suggested that 
economic criteria be given principal importance. The Transportation Department 
commented that "it is the lielief of the Department that the economic criteria are 
the starting point In the analysis of routes and services" and recommended that 
route decisions be made with the principal goal of not exceeding the Board's 
annual Congressional authorization level. The Board, however, rejected this 
recommendation.' 

While declining to give priority to Its economic criteria, the Board Proposal 
presents an "analytical approach" that the Board argues provides a "priority 
ranking system as required by the [Amtrak Improvement Act]." That analytical 
approach, set forth in Exhibit V of the Board Proposal, would first ask whether 
the current and future economic performance of a route Is or can be satisfac- 
tory, and would then ask whether there are social or environmental benefits that 
would override the poor economic performance of a route. This approach, how- 
ever, is clearly not a "ranking system." As the Board Proposal itself notes, it 
would give complete discretion to the Board to Initiate or continue a route even 
though it might be incurring substantial financial losses to Amtrak. 

THE POOR FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE AND  HIGH COSTS OF AMTRAK'S SERVICE BEQITIRE 
THAT PRIORITY BE GIVEN TO ECONOMIC CRITERIA IN FtJTUEE ROUTE DECISIONS 

In the Council's view, the proposed economic criteria must be given considera- 
ble priority by the Board in order to reverse the current poor financial per- 
formance of the Amtrak rail system—a poor performance that results at least 
In part from the maintenance of over-expanded and unprofitable routes. The 
costs to date of Amtrak rail transportation, even by comparison to other forms 

" Section S of the Amtrak Improvement Act amends Section 404 of the Rail Passenger 
Service Act. 45 U.S.C. Section 564, to authorize the Board's promulgation of criteria and 
procedures that would account, briefly described, for the evaluation of (i) the economic 
and environmental impact of routes. (11) the Impact of routes on a total rail s.vstem. (HU 
the extent of passenger demand for specific routes, and <lv) the availability of alterna- 
tive transportation modes for specific routes. 

' The Board's October 29, 1975 report to the Congress says that "the Board found that 
It could not mechnnUttcally assign a priority to any one crlterioo that would enable It to 
consistently outweigh any other.' 
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of transportation, have been great enough to question whether noneconomic 
criteria can justify increased federal support of the Amtrak system. 

Amtrak was created by the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970. Its purpose 
•was to "salvage" domestic rail passenger service, which had declined from 
39.9 billion passenger-miles in 1947 to just over 6 billion in 1970. Amtrak was 
conceived as an exi)erlment, to test the economic feasibility of a modern rail 
passenger system. Accordingly, regulation of Amtrak's rate and route decisions 
was transferred from the Interstate CJommerce Commission to a quasi-public 
but for-proflt corporation. 

Since 1970, Amtrak has failed to develop a self-sustaining profitable business. 
Instead of narrowing the gap between revenues and expenses, the Amtrak ex- 
perience has resulted in a widened gap. As Table 1 shows, Amtrak experienced 
SS1.6 million in operating losses for its eight months of operation in 1971; .$147.5 
million in 1972; $158.6 million In 1973; and $272.7 million in 1974. Amtrak's 
$272.7 million oi)erating loss in 1974 amounted to between four and five cents 
per revenue passenger mile. Since the average Amtrak fare in 1974 was $13.88, 
Amtrak experienced a per-passenger operating loss (and therefore a per-pas- 
senger direct federal subsidy) of $14.74." At present, for each dollar collected 
In revenues, Amtrak spends in excess of $2.00. 

TABLE 1.—STATEMENT OF AMTRAK'S OPERATING LOSSES BEFORE FEDERAL OPERATING GRANTS, CALENDAR 
YEARS 1972,1973, AND 19741 

(In millions of dollars'1 

1972 1973 1974 

      162.6 202.1 256.9 

      301.1 345.3 
10.8 
4.7 

497.7 
        7.5 15.5 
        1.5 17.5 

0.1) 

      310.1 360.7 529 6 

      147.5 158.6 272.7 

Operating revenues  

Operating expenses  
General and administrative expenses  
I merest expenses (net)  -  
Capitalized interest on advances for equipment in production. 

Total expenses  

Operating loss (before Federal operating grants)  

Accumulated deficit (beginning of year)  91.6 239.1 397.7 
Accumulated deficit (end of year)  239.1 397.7 670.4 

•Sources: National Railroad Passenger Corp., annual report, 1973 (Feb. 15,1974), app.; and ibid., annual report, 1975 
(Feb. 15,1975). p. 26. 

* Totals may not add due to rounding. 

Not only are Amtrak's per passenger losses high, but they vary significantly by 
route. For example, Amtrak loses less than two cents per passenger mile in the 
Northeast corridor, but incurs losses of over ten cents per revenue passenger 
mile In the Chicago-Cincinnati-Washington/Newport News market, and over 19 
cents per revenue passenger mile in its International service to Vancouver. (See 
Table 2.)* For further example, Amtrak initiated (but since has discontinued) 
a high-speed turbo-train route that by itself lost over $1 million in fiscal year 
1973." While some of Amtrak's routes have been statutorlly mandated, the Am- 
trak Improvement Act authorizes the Board to reconsider their continuance 
after March 1, 1977. 

• Based on Amtrek 1074 rldershlp of 18.5 million as reported In Amtrak's Annual Sa- 
por* 1974 at 3. 

• It should be noted that these are only the directly allocable losses and do not Include 
so-called "unallocable" expenses, which, on a system basis, approximately double these loss 
Bpnres. 

"> Cf., Secretary of Transportation, Report to Congreta on the Rail Pastengcr Service Act 
(March 15,1973) at 85, 92, 09. 



78 

TABLE 2.—REVENUE AND OPERATING  LOSS BY ROUTt. 
(In cwits) 

FISCAL YEARS 1972.  1973.  AND 1974 

Route 

Revenue per passenger mile 
Direct operating profit (loss) 

passenger mile 

1974 1974J 
1972 1973    (Amtrak 1972        1973 > (DOT 

(actual)    (actual)  estimate)    (actual)    (actual)    estimate) 

Short haul: 
Northeast Corridor'   6.9 6.8 
New York-Bulfalo  6.3 5.0 
Chicago-Detroit  5.8 5.4 
Chicago-Quincy •  6.1 6.1 
Chicago-Dubuque'  NA NA 
Chicago-Springfield*  NA NA 
SL Louis-Milwaukee  5.0 4.5 

Long haul: 
Boston-Florida  _  5.2 5.1 
New York/Washington-Chicago  7.6 7.0 
Chicago-Los Angeles,  4.0 4.5 
Chicago-New Orleans  4.7 4.7 
Chicago-San Francisco  4.4 4.4 
Chicago-Seattle   3.9 4.6 
Chicago-Cinncinnati-Washington/Newport News. 5.4 5.2 
Los Angeles-New Orleans  4.1 4.0 
Seattle-San Diego'...  4.7 3.6 
New York/Washington-Kansas City  6.8 6.0 
Chicago-Florida  5.7 6.0 
Chicago-Houston  3.8 4.0 
Other train operations  9.9 NA 

Sec. 403(a) Experimental Services: 
Washington, D.C.-Cumberland'  6.7 6.3 
SL Louis-Little Rock-Fort Worth  NA NA 
San Joaquin Valley  NA NA 

International: 
Vancouver  NA 4.2 
Montreal  NA 5.0 
Fort Worth-Laredo  NA 6.1 

(19.4) 

^NiJ^ 

' Fiscal year 1973 figures do not include the allocation of common facilities expenses totaling {30.4 million to individual 
routes and thus understate route direct operating losses by this amount. 

1 Annualized from actual results reported by Amtrak for period July 1973-February 1974, also includes reallocation of 
direct operating costs by route based on generally accepted allocation procedures developed by the Federal Railroad Admin- 
istration for purposes of this report. 

• Includes sec, 403(b) service for Boston-Springfield and Philadelphia-Harrisburg, 
< Amtrak-reported Northeast Corridor profit/loss figures for fiscal years 1972-74 do not include allocation of certain 

expenses for stations, maintenance and other facilities which should properly be assigned to this route. A reallocation of 
these expenses would result in higher annual route losses than shown for these years (the 1974 loss is estimated at about 
{17 million as shown in the "1974 DOT Estimate" column). 
' Sec. 403(b) service. 
• Combined data for San Diego-Los Angeles, Seattle-Portland and Seattle-Los Angeles routes. 
7 In fiscal year 1972 and 1973, includes Washington-Parkersburg experimental route. 

Source: Secretary of Transportation, "The Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970; Report to Congress 1974," pp. 5 and 6, 

The failure to date of Aratrak's performance Is more significant when compared 
to the performance of competing modes of surface passenger transportation. The 
Amtrak rail system, with its present configuration of api)arently overexpanded 
and unprofitable routes, cannot compete well against those other modes of pas- 
senger transiwrtation. A recent study " has shown tliat Amtrak provides compet- 
itive service only for distances between 75 and 90 miles. For distances less 
than 75 miles, the automobile is cheaper, even if only one person rides. For dis- 
tances over 80 miles, the bus is cheaper. Additional indication of Amtrak's rela- 
tive price disadvantage is contained in Table 3. Of course, if Amtrak's fares 
reflected all of Amtrak's per passenger costs, the comparison would be even 
more dramatic. When time is considered as a cost of passenger transportation, 
Amtrak falls even further behind. In fact, bus travel Is cheaper throughout, even 
based on Amtrak's subsidized fares. 

" .Tames C. Miller III. "An Economic Analysis of the Amtrak Program," In J. C. Miller III 
(prl.). PerspecUvrs on Federal 'I rannportation Polic;/ (Washington: The American Bnter- 
pilsc Institute for Puhllc Pollc.v research, 1975) at 145-6.3. Since his completion of this 
stiKl.v. Mr. Miller has become the Council's Assistant Director for Government Operations 
and Research. 
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TABU l-COMPARISON OF AIR, BUS, AND RAIL PASSENGER FARES ON SELECTED ROUTES (ONE-WAY, AS OF 

JULY 1, 1974) 

Air > Rail: 

Route Coach First class Bus Coach First class) 

$126.00 J182.00 
127.00 
88.00 

112.00 
100.00 
174,00 
111.00 

38.00 

30.00 
39.00 
40.00 
30.00 

•16.70 

$79,40 
58.40 
41.30 
46.70 
36.80 
75.60 
45.10 

12.90 

7.00 
13.50 
12.00 
5.30 
5.75 

$113.50 
65.25 
43.25 
69,00 
38,50 
93,50 
69.50 

13.75 
20.00 

7.25 .. 
13.75 .. 
15.25 .. 
8.00 
6.25 .. 

$180.50 
94.00 118.50 
68.00 94.50 
87.00 115.75 
76.00 78.75 

134.00 151,50 
86.00 124, 50 

29.00 •25,00 

23.00 
» 32.75 

30.00 
31.00 
23.00 16.50 
•8.S0 

Long haul: 
Chicago-Los Angeles  
New York-Miami  
New York-Chicago  
Washington-New Orleans.. 
Chicago-New Orleans  
New Orleans-Los Angeles. 
Seattle-Los Angeles  

Short haul: 
New York-Washington  

New York-Albany  
Chicago-Detroit  
Chicago-St. Louis  
Seattle-Portland  
Los Angeles-San Diego  

• In September, a new cost related formula will be instituted that will generally raise short-haul fares and reduce long- 
haul fares. 

• All Amtrak except Washington-New Orleans which is Southern Railway, 
> First class includes roomette or parlor seat charge, 
< Conventional, 
• Metroliner, 
• Intrastatefares. 

Note,—Long-haul air fares include meals; bus and rail fares do not 

Source: Secretary of Transportation, "The Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970: Report to Congress, 1974" (July 22,1974), 
p. 15. 

Currently, the level of federal subsidy provided Amtrak is higher than that 
provided its more efficient competitors. As noted above. Amtrak's per passenger 
direct subsidy for 1974 was $14.74. By comparison, the direct subsidy to local 
service airlines during 1974 amounte<l to $68.6 million, or approximately six- 
tenths of one cent per revenue passenger mile. With an average local-service air 
carrier fare of around $31, this amounts to a subsidy of under $2.00 per pa.s- 
senger carried. By even stronger comparison, the nation's trunk airlines (90 
percent of domestic air service) provided service tmthout direct subsidy, as did 
Amtrak's major competitor, the motor bus companies, which in 1974 carried 155 
million passengers at an average fare of $5. 

CONCLUSION 

The Amtrak rail system may, of course, be of substantial public Importance 
despite its very high costs and poor financial performance to date. Congress 
has. for example, provided subsidies to other transportation modes—although as 
noted above the subsidies have been smaller on a per-passenger bassls and the 
transportation services have been more efficient. The Council submits that the 
relative costs and benefits of the Amtrak system must be analyzed. Specifically, 
the Council is concerned that the Board revievr each Amtrak route with a prin- 
cipal concern for its economic impact on the Amtrak rail system. It is the 
Council's view that the Board Proposal does not adequately insure that the 
Board will give this Importance to its economic criteria. If the Senate and 
House Commerce Committees call public hearings to review this Board Proposal, 
the Council would like the opportunity to participate. 

Respectfully submitted, 
MICHAEL H. MOSKOW, 

Director. 
JAMES C. MnxHrR, III. 

Assistant Director for Oovemment Operations and Research. 
VAUGHN C. WILLIAMS, 

General Counsel. 

68-064 O - 7« - 7 
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From: James C. MiliGr TjSL^ed.),  Perspectives on Federal 
Transportation Policy (Washington: The American Enterprise 
Institute for Public Policy Research, 1975). 

AN ECONOMIC POLICY ANALYSIS 
OF THE AMTRAK PROGRAM 

James C. Miller Ul 

By enacting the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 (PL. 91-518), Congress and 
the executive branch sought to "salvage" U.S. rail passenger transportation. To 
acconip!i<^h this end, the act provided for the establishment of a nongovernmental 
profit-making corporation which v/ould take over from the railroad.? (at their 
option) and thereafter operate a national system of rail passenger service, with 
improved operating standards and compeiiiive fares. With the capital acquired 
from participating railroads (S197 million), and from the federal govemmoiU in 
the fonn of direct giants ($40 million) and loan guarantees (SlOO million), the 
corporation presumably would become self-sustaining within a twc-year "experi- 
mental" period. 

The AmtraJc "experiment" has failed, inasmuch as the objective of a self- 
sustaining enterprise Las not been achieved. Wliile there has been a turnaround in 
rail passenger service and traffic on Amtrak's routes, the total effect has been oac 
of replacing the passenger subsidy from railroad stockholders and nonpassenger 
users with an ongoint' subsidy out of ihe public purse. In addition lo describing the 
Amtrak program and explaining why the experiment failed, this paper will attempt 
to draw lessons from the failure which should be of value to policy makers engaged 
in running the program as well as those contemplating or administering similar 
programs in other sectors of the economy (as, for example, the United States 
Railway Association).' 

Brief Ilistor)' of Amtrak 

Enabling Legislation. By the late 1960s intercity rail passenger rervicc appcnr<>d 
on the verge of extinction. Fiom a level of 39.9 billion revenue passcnger-milcs 

The author wisiScs to acknowledge helpful comments and other as'siiiance from George 
Dougl'J*. Robert G.nli.iniore, Gcurc'' Hilton. Dui Kii.myin. Roljcrl D. Tollison. and the Xe\^i 
A&M University Organised RescLfch fiogram. Kesponsibilily for all errors, oinis^ions, and 
opinions remains, of course, uith '.he author. 
• Undei pru>'isions of the R.:(:ional Rail Reorpani'.aiion Act of 1973 fsitsneJ into law on 
lanuary 2. 1974), a newly for.Ticil I'nittil .Slitei R.iilway Associ.ition will reorciniM the seven 
bankrupt Northeast railtu.uis and *\\\ luin :hcni over to a srmipublic, nonprcfu Consolidated 
Railru.id Corporation. In ni.iny rcspcc.s (his recreanixcU provision of rai! freiBht service paral- 
lels Amtrak's provision of rail paSM-nser service. 
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in 1947, intercity train travel fell to just over 6 billion revenue passenger-miles in 
1970.' Also, at the end of the decade, fully one-half of the remaining intercity 
trains were in discontinuance proceedings at the Interstate Commerce Commission 
(ICC).* In April 1970, the Senate Commerce Committee reported favorably on 
a bill which would (I) have granted federal operating subsidies for a "basic na- 
tional system" of passenger trains, (2) have provided fmancial support to the 
railroads for the rehabilitation of old equipment and the purchase of new equip- 
ment, and (3) have provided for federal supervision over service standards.* The 
bill failed to reach a vote before Congress adjourned for the summer. 

Meanwhile, the Department of Transporation (DOT) and its Federal Rail- 
road Administration (FRA) b:gan to develop an alternative program, with two 
major emphases differing from the emphases of the congressional approach. First, 
they wished to minimize the extent of needed federal support, and second, they 
planned to attack one of the alleged root causes of the rail service dilemma—"dis- 
interested" railroad management.' To minimize federal support, DOT proposed 
that the railroads be asked to "buy out" of their passenger losses by purchasing 
common stock in a new enterprise venture. To solve the problem of "disinterested" 
carrier management, DOT proposed setting up a separate corporation whose sole' 
task would be to provide rail passenger service. 

On October 30, 1970, President Nixon signed into law the Rail Passenger 
Service Act of 1970,' essentially the DOT bill. The purpose and approach of the 
act is summed up in section 101: 

The Congress finds that mixlern, efficient, intercity railroad passen- 
ger service is a necessary part of a balanced transportation system: that the 
public convenience and necessity require the continuance and improve- 
ment of such service to provide fast and comfortable transportation 
between crowded urban areas and in other areas of the country; that rail 
passenger scr\'ice can help to end the congestion on our highways and 
the overcrowding of airways and airports: that the traveler in America 
should to the maximum extent feasible have freedom to choose the mode 
of travel most convenient to his needs: that to achieve these goals 
requires the designation of a basic national rail passenger system and the • 
establishment of a rail passenger corporation for the purpose of provid- 
ing modern, efTicienl, intercity rail passenger service; that Federal financial 

'assistance as well as investment capital from the private sector of the 
economy is needed for this purpose; and that interim emergency Federal 

* Yearbook of Railroad Facts. 1973 eJition (Washington, D.C.: Association of American Rail- 
roads. 1973), p. 32. 
* The Rote of Inlcrcily Rail Passenger Service: A Study of Amirak't Mission (Boston. Mass.: 
Harbridge Hou»e, 1973), p. III-5. 
* VS. Congress. Senate, Commitlcc on Commerce. Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Report 
No. 91-765. 9lsl Congress, 2d session (April 9, 1970). 
» A preliminary version of the DOT approach is contained in Senator Winston Prouty's minor- 
ity view, ibid., pp. 76-88. 
* Public law 91-S18. 
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financial assistance to certain railroads may be necessary to permit the 
orderly transfer of railroad passenger service to a railroad passenger 
corporation. 

Title II of the act required the secretary of transportation to recommend a 
"basic system" of essential rail passenger services which would form the corpora- 
tion's initial route network. The secretary had thirty days to come up with and 
publicize the proposed system. Then, within ninety days of enactment in which 
to take into consideration comments by interested parties, the secretary's revised 
basic system would become final and would not be reviewable by the courts. 

Title III of the act created a National Railroad Passenger Corporation, first 
known as "Rrilpax" (or "Railpox" by its critics) and later known as "Amtrak." 
Eight of the corporation's fifteen-member board of directors would be appointed 
by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate. One of the eight would 
be the secretary of transportation, and one would be a "consumer advocate." Three 
additional meaihers would be elected by stockholders, and the remaining four 
would be eleced by preferred stockholders (if any). Common stock would be sold 
initially to participating railroads only, with preferred stock (if any) being sold 
to nonrailroad interests. An annual report to Congress, including legislative recom- 
mendations, would be required of the new corporation. 

Under titip IV of the act, the corporation was required to take over intercity 
rail passenger service and begin operations by May 1, 1971. The rail passenger 
service taken over would include the secretary's "basic system" as well as any 
additional service the corporation wished to include and any service which would 
not otherwise have been included but for which a state, regional, or local agency 
agreed to defray two-thirds of the corporation's losses. Actual operations would 
continue to be provided by the railroads and by railroad employees, under the 
corporation's direction. Also, and quite importantly, the corporation would be 
exempt from ICC regulation of rates, fares, and charges, and from ICC control 
over passenger-service route entry and train discontinuances.' Payments to the rail-, 
roads for their services would be made through contracts based on costs actually 
incurred with a 5 percent increment to cover some common costs and other non- 
identifiable but passenger-related expenses.* 

The act established the corporation's capitalization. The corporation would 
be paid for common stock. Participating railroads would have to pay the lesser 
of: (1) one-half of their "fully distributed passenger deficit" for the calendar year 
1969, (2) their "avoidable loss" on intercity passenger service for 1969, or (3) 

'The exemption from ICC conlrul over abandonment applied to selling up the basic system. 
Routes in this initi:il syMeni woiilJ have to he niainl;iincd until July I, 1973, and then dis- 
conlinu.-incc of any portions would have to receive ICC approval. 
•In the event the corporation and the railioads were unable to reach a mutually xalisfaclory 
contractual arranecmeni, the ICC was given the power to prescribe terms and conditions. 
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twice the "avoidable loss" incurred during 1969 over the routes the carrier had 
included in the secretary's revised basic system. 

There was also direct federal assistance. Title VII of the act authorized the 
secretary of transportation to make (or insure) loans to railroads for the purpose 
of purchasing the corporation's common stock; so long as the aggregate amount 
did not exceed $200 million. Title VI authorized the transportation secretary to 
pay the corporation S40 million to assist in getting the organization underway. It 
also prqvided that the secretary could guarantee loans made to the corporation 
in an amount not to exceed SI00 million. 

Amlrak's Experience to Dale. Transportation Secretary John Voipe issued his pre- 
liminary report on the "basic system" on November 30, 1970, and included in 
it a network linking seventeen cities. Secretary Volpe's revised "basic system" was 
issued on January 28, 1971, and included four additional cities, with a con- 
comitant expansion in the network." The new corporation expanded this network 
slightly and put it into operation on May 1, 1971.'° In addition to the financial 
backing conferred on the corporation by the $40 million federal grant and the 
$100 million in loan guarantees, the corporation agreed to receive $197 million 
over a three-year period as the participating railroads' "entrance fee" into the 
program (that is, the railroads would pay SI97 million for the purchase of com- 
mon stock). Four railroads took the option of not joining in exchange for con- 
tinuing passenger service on their own until January 1, 1975: Southern Railway, 
Denver and Rio Grande Western, Chicago and Rock Island, and Georgia 
Railroad." 

The new coiporation, now renamed Amtrak, quickly ran into fiiiancial diffi- 
culty. After exhausting its $40 million grant, iLbegan relying on railroad (common- 
stock) entrance-fee payments to defray its operating losses. By the fall of 1971 
(after only six months of operation), Amtrak had begun to use the $100 million 
in federal loan guarantees to cover operating losses. 

Facing an anticipated loss of $152.3 million during fiscal year 1972, Amtrak 
petitioned Congress for additional funding of SI70 million. Congress responded 
with amendments to the original legislation, authorizing an additional $225 mil- 
lion capital grant (of which $170 million was later appropriated), plus an addi- 

• US. Ueparimcnl of Transportnlion, Secretary of Transporlation, Final Rtpori on the Basic 
National Kail Passtngrr Sysirm, January 28, 1971. 
••National Rail Passenger Corporation. Annual Report, Octotier 29, 1971. 
"In 1972, these four carriers accounted for approximately  17 percent of intercity rail pas- 
Knger service. See U.S. Congress. House of Representatives, Committee on Appropriations, 
Drpartmtnl of Transportation and Related Agenciis Appropriations Hearings tor Fiscal Year 
1974. 93rd Congress.  1st session, part 2, p. 1053. Under provisions of the act, railroads not 
joining the venture had their passenger service "frozen" until January  I,  1975. After that, 
Ihey could petition the ICC for approval of discontinuances, with the presumption that the 
corporation would then pick up any essential routes. In any event, nonparticipating railroads 
were required to cooperate with the corporation in providing interconnecting service. 
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tional $100 million in loan guarantees.'- This legislation also limited the salaries of 
Amtrak officials to 560,000 per year and required additional reporting to Con- 
gress on the problem of the recurring deficit. Finally, the legislation admonished 
Amtrak to get on with the business of adding new and experimental routes, and 
also to take more control of the passenger service o[>eralions away from the 
railroads. 

Table 1 shows Amtrak's sources and application of funds for fiscal years 
1972, 1973, and 1974, together with totals for all three years. Note that offsetting 
the $1,217.0 million in fund applications are only $542.9 million in operating 
revenues. Note also that government supp>ort (S278.4 million in direct grants 
and $200 million in loan guarantees) accounts for over 39 percent of total funds. 
(The railroad's contribution—entry-fee payments for common stock—accounts for 
just over 15 percent.) Moreover, Amtrak's operating deficit remains sizable, 
although it would appear to show some signs of diminishing. For fiscal year 1972 
the operating deficit was SI52.3 million; for fiscal year 1973, it is expected to be 
$124.0 million: and for fiscal year 1974, S95.6 million. Since the narrowing of 
the deficit is only predicted, not actual, we must not place a great deal of faith in 
such claims. Even making a linear extrapolation from the estimated changes in 
shortfall (appro.riniatcly S28 million per year), it would be 1980 before the operat- 
ing deficit would be eliminated (not counting capital expenditures or depreciation). 

While admittedly Amtrak is losing money, may it not be doing better than the 
operation it took over? First, we note that Amtrak appears to have reversed 
(temporarily, I would say) the secular decline in rail travel on the routes it took 
over. Yearly total figures are not readily available, but on the basis of monthly 
samples, Amtrak has reported total ridership increases on the order of 10 percent 
per annum." How has Amtrak accomplished this turnaround? Several factors are 
obvious. First, it has benefited from extensive advertising, both commercial and 
(more important) "free" in the form of extensive media coverage. Second, Amtrak 
has lowered rates on many of its price-sensitive routes (New York-Boston, for 
example). Third, Amtrak has refurbished many of its cars, making them cleaner 
and more comfortable. Fourth, Amtrak has trained railroad personnel to be more 
courteous and helpful to customers. Finally, Amtrak has instituted a number of 
marketing advances, including a nationwide system of schedules, computerized 
reservations and ticketing, improved food service, package tours, and modernized 
terminals.'* 

But before we judge performance, there are other comparisons to make. For 
the eight months of operations during calendar year 1971 (the latest period for 
which I have the requisite data), Amtrak's operating loss was S77.7 million, or 
3.3 cents per revenue passcngcr-miie. With an average fare of S8.14, this meant a 

"P. L. 9:-3l6, Ameiuhiirtiif ii> ihe Rail Pustrnair Service Ail of 1970, Junt 27, 1972. 
•* National Rail Pa<iv:ng.T Cor[«jrjlion, Anninil Report, February I, 1973, pp. 19-20. 
'•National Railroad Pas^<:ngct Corporaiion, Amiruk at Two: A Progress Report, 197J. 
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per-passengcr operating deficit of $6.26." By comparison, in 1970 (before Am- 
traic), the railroads' deficit solely related to passenger service was $252 million, or 
only 2.3 cents per passenger-mile. On an average fare of $1.46, this meant a per- 
passenger deficit of $1.32." If the entire 1970 service deficit were attributed to 
intercity passengers, the result would be a passenger-mile deficit of 4.1 cents, or 
$7.78 on a $8.14 fare as compared with Amtrak's per-passenger loss of $6.26." 
Also, by comparison, during 1970 the direct federal subsidy to local service air 
carriers amounted to $45.9 million, or less than one cent per local-service passen- 
ger-mile. On an average local-service fare of $23.71, this amounted to a per- 
passengcr subsidy of only $1.73." 

(t must therefore be concluded that, measured by individual performance 
figuris, Amtrak is not succeeding very well. This is all the more diflficult to com- 
prehend when it is realized how much rail passenger service shrank when Amtrak 
took over. As is shown in Table 2, between April 30, 1971 (before Amtrak) and 
October 31, 1971 (after Amtrak), total train-miles per day fell by 57 percent. 
Presumably, it would be the "marginal" or chronic money-losing routes that 
Amtrak (and the secretary) would have chosen to discontinue. Yet, while operat- 
ing 57 percent fewer train-miles and 34 percent fewer trains, Amtrak has incurred 
per-pas'^cnger-mile deficits at least comparable with those obtained by the railroads. 

Reasons for Amtrak's Failure 

This section attempts to identify reasons for the apparent failure of the Amtrak 
experiment. 

The Secular Decline in Rail Travel. Economists have long cited population, 
income, price, and travel time (as well as other "quality" characteristics) as being 
the major determinants of the demand for travel. The demand for travel is espe- 
cially related to income and is usually estimated to be income elastic (that is, a 
given percentage increase in  income will  usually lead to a greater percentage 

'5 As.wcialion of American Railroads, Sialhtics of Railroads of Class I in the United Stales, 
Years 1961 to 1971, 1972. p. 16. 

>« Yearbook of Railroad Facts, pp. 21, 32. 34 and 35. 
" Reported figures do not break down ihc deficit hy commuter versus inicrcily travel. In 
1970, before Amlruk, inlciciiy travel accounicJ for approximalely 27 pcrceni of railroad 
passengers carried and 58 percent of revenue passenger miles. Association of American Rail- 
ronds. Statistics of Railroads, p. 7. 

"See U.S. Civil Aeronautics Board, //anjfcoot- of Airline Sioiisiics, 1971 edition, pp. Ill, 
209 and 215. It should be noted that this estini.iic is based on all local service carrier traffic, 
not just thai for which siib-vidy is provided. Eads, for example, reports that for tralfic that 
would no; be accommoilated by local service or commuter airlines on a subsidy-f'ce basis, 
the per-passengcr subsidy for 1969 is on the order of forty dollars. See tads. The Local Ser- 
vice Airline Expcrimeni (Washington, D.C.: The Uruokings Institution, 1972). p. 186. 
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Table 2 
INDICES OF THE LEVEL OF INTERCITY RAIL PASSENGER SERVICE 

Percent 
Indices April 30,1971       October 31,1971 Change 

Train Miles/Day 
Northeast corridor (NEC) 16.231                        16.453 +01 
Other than NEC 147.548                        57.481 -83 
Total 163,779                        73.934 -87 

Number of Trains/Day 290                             192 -34 
Route Miles 49.533                        24,379 -51 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation. Status of Inlercily Railroad Passenger Service 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Transportation, November 1971), p. 20. 

increase in travel). Of course, the greater the population, the greater the demand 
for travel; the relationship here is considered to be approximately proportional, 
or perhaps slightly greater than proportional. The relationship between price and 
the demand for travel is generally considered to be price inelastic (that is, while 
a given price change will have an inverse effect on quantity demanded, this effect 
is less than proportional). The same is true of travel time, another component of 
the "full cost" of travel." Thus, between 1950 and 1970 total travel in the United 
States rose from 506 billion passenger-miles to 1,181 billion passenger-miles.^" 
During the same period, the U.S. population rose from 154 million to 208 million, 
and per capita income rose from S1.877 to 54,756.=' Costs of travel fell for some 
modes (especially air), and there were marked increases in transit speeds. (See 
Tables.) 

But while total travel has grown significantly, its growth has not been shared 
by the railroads. As shown in Table 3, most of the growth has been in auto 
travel. In percentages, air travel has grown even more. Bus travel has remained 
approximately constant. Rail travel has fallen from 32 billion revenue passenger- 
miles in 1950 to just 11 billion revenue passenger-miles in 1970. 

The reasons for the secular decline in rail travel are fairly straightforward. 
First, and most importantly, the wider availability of automobiles, their increased 
comfort, higher speeds, lower (real) costs of operation, and the substantial com- 
pletion of a network of high-speed, limited-access interstate highways have made 
the personal automobile the dominant form of intercity travel. While bus trans- 
portation has lost in market share, it lias held its own absolutely through increased 
speeds and more comfortable equipment. Air travel, of course, has increased its 
share of travel markedly through increased comfort, higher speeds, relatively con- 

** In other words, a traveler has an opportunity cost on his time, usually fairly accurately 
measureil by his wage rate. This is one reason why the demand for travel is so sensitive to 
the level of income. 
*>\JS. Department of Commerce. Statistical Abstract of the Uniud Stales, 1972, p. J36. 
« Ibid, pp. 7 and 315. 
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Table 3 
TIME SERIES CHARACTERISTICS OF AUTO, BUS, RAIL, 

AND AIR TRAVEL, 1950-1970 

Characteristic and Year Auto Bus Rail Air 

Total Travel (billions o( 
passenger-miles) • 

1950 438 -   28 S2 10 
1955 637 25 29 23 
1960 706 19 22 34 
1965 818 24 18 58 
1970 1,026 2S 11 119 

Average Price (revenue per 
passenger-mile in current cents b 

1950 N.A. 1.89 2.74 5.56 
1955 N.A. 2.05 2.70 5.36 
1960 9.76 2.71 3.03 6.09 
1965 11.02 2.88 3.14 6.06 
1970 11.89 3.60 4.02 5.96 

Average Speed (miles per hour) C 

1950 48.7 49.8 37.4 180 
1955 52.0 52.3 398 208 
1960 •53.8 55.5 40.7 235 
1965 57.8 57.4 41.3 314 
1970 60.6 58.8 40.3 350 

•Data from U.S. Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract ol the United States. 1972, 
p. 536. Air travel Includes "general aviation" as well as commercial. 
^Data from Statistical Abstract. 1972. p. 548. and U.S. Department of Transportation, 1972 
National Transportation Report (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, July 1972), 
p. 75. Auto entries are not in current (1972) cents; also, the "1965" auto entry Is based 
on a report tor 1968. 
< Data from Statistical Abstract. 1972. pp. 549, 557 and 567. Entries lor air are lor domestic 
scheduled (commercial) service. 

stant fares, and lower "full costs" of travel (because of rising incomes as well as 
increased speeds). Rail service, by comparison, has lost significantly. First, rail 
fares have risen over time. Second, rail's average speed started low and has declined 
relative to the speed of the other surface modes. Finally, as is well known, rail 
passenger service (equipment and personnel) has been decidedly inferior to other 
modes and has further deteriorated over time.** 

Amlmk's Present Compctilivc Disadvantage. When Amtrak took over rail passenger 
service it sought to reverse this secular decline by making rail service "competi- 
tive." While it has made vast marketing improvements, including important recon- 

^ Undoubtedly this is due in pan to regulatory restrainis on fare changes and train discon- 
tinuances. Thai is, rail passenger losses forced a dclerioralion in service. This point should 
be Itept in mind when attributing rail-passenger f:iilures to "disinterested" management. 
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ditioning of equipment, it remains at a serious disadvantage in the cost of the ser- 
vice to the individual traveler. On the basis of a sample of thirty-nine city-pair 
markets, I estimated'the direct costs faced by the passenger as a function of trip 
distance. Tiie estimp.tcs are shown in Table 4, and the cost/mileage relationships 
are given in Figure 1.-'' For distances of less than seventy-five miles, the automobile 
is the cheapest mode of transport, even if only one person rides. At distances 
greater than ninety miles, the bus is cheaper than Anitrak (but for no distance is 
air cheaper). This leaves Amtrak with a cost advantage only for distances between 
seventy-five and ninety miles." 

Adjustments can be made in these figures in order to obtain a more accurate 
comparison of the options facing the traveler. Assuming that the traveler values 
his time at S5 per hour, wc may use transit times to estimate the total opportunity 
cost on time and then add this opportunity cost to the monetary cost of the trip to 
obtain a measure of the trip's total cost. Results of these calculations are shown 
in Table 5 and Figure 2.^^ They suggest that for distances less than fifty miles 
auto is cheaper, whcroas for distances over ninety-five miles air is cheaper, leav- 
ing, again, a fairly narrow range for Amtrak to hold a competitive cost advantage. 
(Bus dominates Amtrak on this basis at distances greater than 610 miles.)** 

Finally, we might also take into consideration the time involved in waiting 
for a departure. There is usually a difference between a traveler's most desired time 
of departure and the scheduled commercial dw'parturc closest to it. (Of course, 
waiting tifne for the auto may be considered zero.) With this adjustment, valuing 
wailing time at S5 per hour, we come up with the passenger "full cost" relation- 
ships reported in Table 6 and Figure 3.*' The results given in Table 6 imply that 

^ Equation correlation coefficients were .981. .983, and .969 for Amtrak, air, and bus, respec- 
tively. 
-' If impuuiions are made for fare levels which would cover Amtralc's cost, the resulting 
formula is pav<.enger expcnv; (S) = 7.637 + .07323 X distance, with a correlation co:f!icicnt 
of .913 (Dalj source: S:crctary of Transpon.Tlion. Ri/'ori to Cnnnres^ on the Rail Fcssinfer 
Service Act, M.irch 15. 1973, pp. %i and 92.) If those were the fare levels actually charpod, at 
no distance would .^mlr^k have a compciiiive nds.iniat:e (for example, bus would dominate 
Amtrak entirely, and aulo would be cheaper up to 262 milesl Soe Figure I. 
'^Transit time'distance correlation coeflicicnis were .972, .964. and .99.S for Amtrak, air, and 
bus, respectively. (Au'o transit was assumed to be the s.-imc as that of scheduled bus service.) 
The relevant equation for Amtrak cost-based fares was passenger expense ($) = 7.637 -f- .2012 
X distance. 
^ Bus dominates Amtrak entirely when the passenger option is based on Amtrak cost. Also, 
on this basis auio dominates up to 211 miles, and air dominates Amtrak past 40 miles. See 
Figure 2. 
-' This ".schedule delay" component of total time cost was estimated for each route using the 
relation, T = 92'F- <'"•, where T = schedule delay (in minutes) and F = daily one-way 
frequency. This relation is the result of simulating dep.^rlures which minimize waiting time, 
given a typical lime distribution of demand (correlation coefiicient = .497). See George W. 
Douglas and James C. .Miller III, "Quality Corrp.-iilion. Industry Equilibrium, and Efficiency 
in the Price-Constrained Airline Market." Amencnn i.vonomic Review, September 1974. Fre- 
quency delay/distance correlation coefficients were .325, .166, .ind .249 for Amtrak, air, and 
bus, respectively. The relevant equation for Amtrak cost-based fares was passenger expense 
($) = 12.71 -f .2052 X distance. 
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Table 4 
DIRECT COSTS TO THE TRAVELER, AS A FUNCTION 

OF TRIP DISTANCE/ BY MODE. 1973 

Fixed Component Variable Per Mile 
Mode ($) ($) 

Amtrak 3.095 .04818 
Air« 10.810 .06626 
Bus 3.827 .03996 
Auto» 0 .10230 

• Coach fare. Including 8 percent federal tax. 
k Assuming one-passenger occupancy (against the national average of 1.9), standard-size 
auto, less a portion of depreciation, registration, and tilling (such private "costs" are not 
relevant to choice of mode), and, finally, inflated to 1973 (as against 1972) price level. 
Source: Amirak—All-America Train Fares, Edition 3 (Washington, DC: National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation. July 1, 1973); air—Otiicial Airline Guide, North American Edition 
(Oak Brook, III.: Reuben H. Donnelley Corp., July 1, 1973); bus—ICC tariffs inspected at 
Greyhound bus lines terminal in Bryan, Texas during July 1973; and auto—U.S. Department 
of Transportation, Cosf ol Operating an Automobile (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office. April 1972). 

Table 5 
PASSENGER MONETARY COST OF TRIP. PLUS OPPORTUNITY COST 

ON TIME IN TRANSIT ((3 S5 PER HOUR). BY MODE. 1973 

Fixed Component Variable Per Mile 
Mode ($) ($) 

Amtrak                                                3.095 .1762 
Air 12.720 *                          .0751 
Bus                                                         3.827 .1750 
Auto                                                       0 . . '     J»73 

Source: See Table 4; and Secretary of Transportation, Report to Congress, 1973, pp. IS 
and 16. 

Table 6 
PASSENGER MONETARY COST, PLUS TIME IN TRANSIT AND 
SCHEDULE DELAY (BOTH @ $5 PER HOUR). BY MODE, 1973 

Fixed Component Variable Per Mile 
Mode                                                  ($) ($) 

Amtrak                                                8.170 .1801 
Air                                                   . 14.520 .0757 
Bus                                                         6.228 .1771 
Auto                                                       0 .2373 

Source: See Table 5. 
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bus travel dominates Amtrak at every distance. Auto travel is cheaper up to 142 
mUes, and air travel is cheaper at distances over 61 miles. 

These comparisons, of course, are based on broad aggregates, a representative 
sample of markets, and certain limiting assumptions. They do not necessarily 
mean that no rational person would ride Anitrak. In some markets, for example," 
Amlrak's speeds and frequencies are higher than they arc on average and thus the 
service does fairly well (as, for example, in the Northeast corridor). Also, some 
individuals have lower opportunity costs than others, and for them Amtrak's speed 
and frequency disadvantage is not that important.-' Finally, some people just 
prefer to ride by rail and will do so even at an apparent "full cost" dilTerential. 
But the results of the comparisons should lead to a severe questioning of Amtrak's 
potential for making significant inroads into the markets of competitive modes of 
transport. 

Other Reasons tor Amlrak's Failure. Granted that Amtrak is at a severe disadvan- 
tage overall, could it not specialize in markets where it holds at least a compara- 
tive advantage? Actually, of course, specialization of this kind was an important 
objective of the original legislation. By "pruning" the system, it was believed a 
viable service could be developed and mainiaincd. In fact, although the interstate 
rail passenger system shrank lo something less than one-half its original size, this 
shrinkage was excessive and had characteristics which produced sizable losses for 
the corporation. For example, congressional and other pressure caused the secre- 
tary to expand the initial "basic system" from seventeen cities lo twenty-one cities. 
Amtrak then added its own routes to this basic system, including international 
service and an experimental turbotrain between Washington, D.C., and Parkers- 
burg, West Virginia. Moreover, Amtrak ha^ to add four section 403(b) routes 
(New York-Chicago via Cleveland, Springfield-Boston, Chicago-Ouincy, and Phila- 
delphia-Harrisburg), where state and local governments paid only two-thirds of 
Amtrak's losses.-" Moreover, Amtrak increased the number of trains it operated 
from 18410 214.'° 

Another reason for Amtrak's failure has been its inability to shed chronic 
losing routes after they have become part of the "basic system." (Under the Rail 
Passenger Service Act all routes had to be continued until at least July 1, 1973, 
and even then discontinuances of basic-system routes would require ICC approval.) 
As shown in Table 7, the range of losses (both total and per passenger-mile) is 
quite wide. Most notably, the "West Virginian" turbotrain between Washington 

-" For example, survevs show ihal large proportions of Amlrak f iiiers are female and/or elderly. 
See Richard M. Michaels. Transportation Consiili.mts, Railroad Pasxen^er Service Arialysis 
of Train ScheJuling uiij Opcraiioiti, February 22, 1973. 
»* Secretary of Transportation, Report to Congress, p.  II. The New York-Chicago via Cleve- 
land route was later disconiiniiod when the required payments did not materialize. 
*» Daniel R. Ross, "A Critical Look at Amtrak," Procecilings of the Traruporlaliort Research 
Forum, 1972, p. 15. 
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; Table 7 
AMTRAK'S PROJECTED OUT-OF-POCKET LOSSES AND 

PER-PASSENGER-MILE LOSSES. BY ROUTE, FISCAL YEAR 1973 

Oul-of-Pocket Loss Loss Per Passenger Mil* 
Route                                                (in millions of dollars) (in cents) 

Short-haul r 

^ Northeast corridor (6.2) • 0.7* 
* Chicago-St. Louis 0.9 ^7 

Los Angeles-San Diego 0.7 3.8 
Seattle-Portland 0.8 4.8 
Chicago-Detroit 1^ BJb 
New York-Buffalo 2.8 48 
Chicago-Carbondale 0.7 2.6 
Chicago-Milwaukee 2.0 15.4 
Washington-Parkersburg 1.1 33.3 

Long-haul 
Chicago-Los Angeles 3.0 0.8 
New York-Florida 5.1 1.1 
Chicago-Seattle 4J 2.0 
Chicago-San Francisco 4.1 2.5 
Seattle-San Diego 2.1 9A 
Los Angeles-New Orleans 2.0 2.4 
Chicago-New Orleans 1^ 1.6 
Southern Montana 2J6 9J6 
Mew York-D.C.-Chicago 4.1 9A 
Chicago-Houston 4J5 4.0 
Chicago-Florida 2.6 5.7 
Chicago-D.C.-Newport News 3.0 .12.0 
New York-D.C.-Kansas City 4.9 14.7 

• Out-of-pocket profit. 
k Includes Boston-Springfield and Philadelptiia-Harrisburg section 403(b) services. 
Source: Secretary of Transportation. Report to Congress. 1973, pp. 85. 92 and 99. 

and Parkersburg was projected to lose (out of pocket) over $1 million during fiscal 
year 1973, at an incredible 33.3 cents per passenger-mile. Not too surprisingly, 
the "West Virginian" was favored by U.S. Representative Harley O. Staggers (of 
Keyset, West Virginia), chairman of the House Commerce Committee, which pre- 
sides over Amtrak legislation. Other routes also have been notorious money-losers. 
These include Seattle-Portland, Chicago-Detroit, New Yqrk-Buflalo, Chicago-Mil- 
waukee, Chicago-Houston, Chicago-Florida, Chicago-D.C.-Newport News, and 
New York-D.C.-Kansas City. XSee Table 7.) By eliminating these routes (together 
with the "West Virginian"), Amtrak could have cut its losses by at least $22 
million.*^ 

*i Note from Table 7 that in absolute terms the targesl losses are in long-haul markets; bow- 
ever, surprisingly, there is little difference betwen short-haul and long-haul tosses per pas- 
Koger-mile. 

88-064 O - 76 - 8 
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A Note on Amfrak and the Energy Crisis 

During the winter of 1973-1974 the nation was racked by an "energy crisis" which 
brought on elaborate federal controls over the allocation of petroleum distillates. 
Concomiiantly, Amtrak reported extremely favorable traffic and revenue figures, 
giving rise to considerable optimism over the program's future.'^ For several rea- 
sons this optimism is not well grounded. 

First, the major reason for Amtrak's success was that alternative modes of 
travel were severely restricted. There were, of course, limitations on gasoline pro- 
ohiction and consumption. F.vcii more important, the great uncertainty over gaso- 
line availability led many persons to choose against intercity driving. In view of 
the fact that approximately 88 percent of all intercity travel was still by auto- 
mobile (see Table 6), only a small portion of these travelers needed to "switch" 
in order to increase rail travel markedly. Air transportation was also restricted, 
with scheduling cutbacks of approximately 20 percent. But if the shortage (at 
given prices) is temporiiry. or prices are eventually to be relied upon to allocate 
petroleum products, this advantage for Amtrak will wither away. 

Even assuming significant long-term rises in fuel prices, it is difficult to 
imagine that rail passenger service will become significantly more "competitive" 
because fuel costs for the various modes are not all that iniportant a factor in total 
costs. For example, in a study sponsored by .Amtrak, H.irbiidge House estimated 
that a doubling of petroleum costs would raise auto costs 1.3 cents per passenger- 
mile, would raise bus costs 0.9 cents per passenger-mile, and would raise air trans- 
port costs 2.8 cents per passenger-mile.^'' But from the figures given in the report, 
we may also infer that .\mtrak's cost will rise, perhaps by more than a penny 
per passenger-mile."" .Such a rise would not produce much of a change in the 
competitive position of Amtrak. In fact, it would appear to give bus service a 
greater relative advantage. In short, it appears unlikely thai the energy crisis will 
have much of a long-term rehabilitating ellect on Amtrak. 

Lessons of the Amtrak Fvpcrience 

Perhaps the most important lesson one can learn from the Amtrak exoerience is 
that there are perfectly understandable economic reasons for the demise of rail 
passenger transportation and that even the federal government will encounter gre.it 
difficulty (that is, great cost) in "repealing" the relevant laws of supply and 
demand. On the demand side, the full costs of the other modes of travel (especially 

MSce Albcrl R.  Karr. "Rcvivini; lh»  R.nils: The  Energy  Crisis Now Seems lo Ensure the 
Success of Amtrak." Wall Strut Jaitmal. December 2K, 1973. 
" Role of lutriciiy Service, pp. IV-53 lo lV-58. 
'* Ibid., p. IV-63. Bus consu.Tiption of energy per passcngcr-niilc is only 64 percent tlial of 
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air) have continued to go down, whereas the cost of rail-passenger service has 
remained constant.or perhaps has increased. On the supply side, a regulatory cli- 
mate which restrained management's ncxibility in adjusting rates, introducing new 
services, and discontinuing uneconomic routes led to a decrease in overall service 
availability. What has happened to rail passenger transportation is both explain- 
able and, what is more important, will-continue unless truly significant government 
intervention is maintained to alter the rational behavior of consumers aod 
producers. 

A'second lesson from the Amtrak experience is that what started out as a 
fairly good idea—that of removing rail passenger service from the existing institu- 
tional arrangement—quickly became perverted through the establishment of con- 
straints which ruled out the set of feasible profitable alternatives. By the late 19603 
it was apparent that a viable rail passenger system ju't could not be maintained 
within the existing constraints on abandonment and rates. Amtrak was to remove 
those restraints, allowing the discontinuance of losing routes and giving the man- 
agement of the system the requisite flexibility to' compete in price and service with 
alternative modes. Surely, if there existed the possibility of a viable rail passenger 
network, then the probability of finding it would be maximized by reducing these 
constraints. 

But look at the new restraints placed on the provision of service. First, the 
new corporation would have to serve the routes set out in the secretary's "basic 
system." While profitability was one of the major criteria in selecting these routes, 
it was not the only one.'"'' Furthermore, after the proposed system was announced, 
pressure forced the secretary to expand the initial basic system. Moreover, Amtrak, 
responding to additional pressure, expanded the system on its own." Along the 
same lines. Congress has required Amtrak to continue expansion. For example, the 
latest Amtrak legislation (P.L. 93-146, November 3, 1973) commits Amtrak to 
initiating at least one experimental route per year, the route to be operated for at 
least two years. That same legislation denies Amtrak the authority to discontinue 
any part of the basic system until July I, 1974 (previously the date was July 1, 
1973). Finally, of potential far-reaching significance, this latest legislation gave 
the ICC authority over minimum Amtrak service standards." Thus, while arguably 
each individual constraint can be "justified," in toto they appear to have limited 

>*The final criteria were as follows: (I) the nation's total transportation needs, (2) demand, 
(3) cost, (4) integrated national rail network, (5) population, (6) profitability, (7) corporate 
flexibility, and (8) capital improvements required. See Secretary of Transportation, Final 
Report, pp. 1-3. 
**Aintrak's criteria for specifying the basic-system routes were: (1) market opportunity, 
(2) cost economics, (3) ridership. (4) physic:.l characteristics (condition of right-of-way, for 
example), and (5) alternative transport modes (that is. adequacy of other transport altema- 
live$). National Rail Passenger Corporation, Annual Report, 1971, pp. 6 and 7. 
"These were issued by ihe ICC on December 27. 1973, as part of Ex Pane, no. 277 (Sub- 
No. 1), "Adequacy of Intercity Rail Pasicngcr Service." 
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Amtrak to a narrow set of alternatives, none of which is consistent with a viable, 
self-supporting enterprise. 

A third lesson from the Amtrak experience relates to the way the legislation 
was passed and the way the initial organization was set up. "Railpax" was a last- 
minute alternative to a bill instituting direct subsidies to the railroads. Without 
detracting from the yeoman service undertak«n by DOT personnel in devising and 
mapping out the original scheme, it may be noted that with more time for planning 
the results might have been somewhat belter. In that same vein, Railpax did not 
go through the conventional hearing procedure, where weak points in the legisla- 
tion might have been uncovered; instead, it was introduced on the floors of the 
House and Senate and passed without extensive deliberation." 

The hasty procedure led to several shortcomings in the original legislation. 
First, givA the constraints placed on the corporation and the expectations of Con- 
gress, it was underfinanced; this became apparent almost immediately. Second, the 
corporation was given too little authority in negotiating with the railroads over the 
provision of Amtrak services. The contracts finally agreed upon are characteristi- 
cally "cost-plus," with little control by Amtrak over the quality and character of 
the services provided.^' Third, in view of a very short deadline for initiating ser- 
vice, the corporation devoted most of its efforts to getting some kind of rail pas- 
senger service undenvay. As is evidenced by an Amtrak contract to Harbrldge 
House to help define Amtrak's "'mission," *" it would appear that the corporation 
had no (internal) coherent, well-articulated set of objectives.*' 

A final lesson from the experience concerns efficiency in political decision 
making. In participating in the congressional budget process, advocates of a new 
program nearly always have an incentive to understate its expected cost and over- 
state its expected benefits. Once a program is undenvay and turns out to cost 
more and have lower benefits than Congress anticipated, its advocates can always 
point to sizable "sunk costs." The relevant decision variable at any point in time 
is how much more needs to be spent to accomplish a stated objective, not how 
much has been spent. This is one reason why experimental programs quickly 
become permanent institutions. In this specific case, it would appear that the 
advocates of Amtrak were (and remain) much too optimistic about the future of 
rail passenger transport. Congress has yet to face up to the fact that »o maintain 
a rail passenger service of the type commonly envisioned is going to require an 
ongoing (and perhaps increasing) subsidy from the general taxpayer. 

''»Some may argue that this was an advantage in keeping the proposal "clean." 
"See Naiional Rail Passenger Corporation, Annual Report. 1971, pp. 3-3. for a discussion of 
Amirak's initial experiences negotiating with the railroads, and  Appendix I for a standard 
Amirak-railroad contract. 
*" Role of Intercity Service. 
••See National Rail Passenger Corporation, Annual Report, 1971, pp. 1-36. 



Mr. RooNEY. Yesterday, Mr. Miller, the DOT representative stated 
that the Department, and I will quote: "wholeaeartedly endorsed 
Amtrak's criteria" wiiereas today you stated tlie Council is opposed 
to this criteria. 

Could you explain to this committee which organization officially 
speaks for the administration and why did you come to such different 
conclusions ? 

Mr. MnxER. That is a tough question. 
With respect to the first part of it, I think there is a disagreement. 

I surely have a great deal of respect for Deputy Secretary Barnum. 
Mr. tJKUBiTz. Will you yield? 
Did you say tliat was a tough question or a good question ? 
Mr. AIiLLER. Both. 
Mx\ bKUBiTz. Tlie reason I asked, is that I liave heard that when- 

ever a witness tells a Congressman that he asked a good question or 
a tougli question, wliat the witness means to say is "Drop dead." 
Is that wiiat you mean ? 

Mr. MILLER. In order to secure my job, I shall not answer. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. YOU answered the question. 
Mr. MILLER. Well, it was a question quite frankly I anticipated and 

it is a tougli question to answer. I have a great deal of respect for 
Mr. Bamum, the Deputy Secretary of Transportation. He is one of 
the finest public servants I know. 

It appears, though, tliat on this issue we came to diflFerent conclu- 
sions. I don't think in that respect there is an administration point 
of view on tliis particular issue. Perliaps, too, it is a matter of em- 
phasis. I'm sure there are a lot of other criteria that one can conceive 
of that would be grossly inferior to the kinds of criteria Amtrak 
suggested. Where Mr. Barnum and I disagree apparently is on the 
feasibility of making tliem more precise and perhaps on how much 
more emphasis one would give to the economic criteria. 

The Department of Transportation's formal comments to the Am- 
trak board in response to their publication of the preliminary vereion 
of their criteria, as you recollect, did emphasize the economic criteria, 
that is, that the economic criteria should be the starting point. 

Mr. RooNEY. I wonder if you would explain to the committee in 
more detail why you believe the proposed criteria are likely to have 
a profound inflationary effect or effects? 

Mr. MILLER. My major problem is tliat there is so much discretion 
allowed in the criteria. If I were administering the criteria, I might 
choose a system of routes and services tliat would be much less infla- 
tionary than might someone else. Tiiat is not to say I am smarter 
tiian they are, but they may have a different sense of what is import- 
ant and unimportant than I would. 

They might, for example, choose a number of routes where they 
believed the environmental and social factors overrode tiie prospect 
tiiat the services would lose a great deal of money. I tend to empha- 
size the profit and loss criteria in determining which routes and serv- 
ices should be retained and which ones added. 

Mr. RooNEY. There is a vote on the floor at the moment. We will 
recess the committee for 15 minutes. 

[Brief recess.] 
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Mr. RooxEY. On page 2 of your testimony, you criticized Amtrak 
because the corporation has declined to place relative weights on the 
criteria that it lists and yesterday Amtrak testified tiiat it gave con- 
siderable study to placing weights on the criteria and concluded it 
was an impossible task. 

Tliis being the case, Mr. Miller, how would you propose that Am- 
trak place weights on criteria and what weights do you propose for 
each criteria ? 

Mr. MILLER. Well, sir; I don't tiunk it is an impossible task. I 
think someone, for lots of reasons, miglit choose not to do it. As I 
indicated, I would give a lot of weight to the economic criteria. If I 
were establishing the criteria, I would visualize an algorithm a little 
bit ditferent from the one proposed by tlie Board. 

Essentially, I would take a number of steps. I would ask whether 
the route or service were profitable and, if so, it should be retained. 
If it were not profitable, I would ask if it were likely to become 
profitable in the very near future. I might note parenthetically that 
there is a temptation to overestimate future profitability. The history 
of Amtrak has been one of overestimating profitability or under- 
estimating losses identified with various routes and services. But 
using conservative estimates of revenues and costs, if it could be 
made profitable, I would retain it. But I would endeavor to make it 
profitable as soon as possible. If it were not profitable, and it could 
not be made profitable, I would ask "Are there alternative means in 
being of providing passenger service?", or in other words, ''Do pas- 
sengei-s have other options that are as good" and if so, I would delete 
the service. If not, I would ask another question: "Would it be pos- 
sible to provide comparable service more cheaply by some other 
means?", whether it be subsidized air transportation or even sub- 
sidized bus or automobile transportation; that is, "is there some other 
transportation that is cheaper" ? 

Mr. RooNEY. How would you subsidize auto transportation? 
Mr. MILLER. Perhaps by submitting a voucher verifying distance 

traveled. Alternatively, tlie gasoline sold in a particular area could 
be subsidized. Perhaps I am getting far afield, but in terms of com- 
mon carrier transportation tiiat is not a particularly troublesome 
kind of problem to address. In any event, if there were no possibility 
of providing suljsidized transportation ciieaper, and Amtrak were 
the only way, the question becomes, "Are the social and environ- 
mental benefits associated with tins route so strong as to offset its 
losses?" 

You have to be very cognizant of the opportunity costs associated 
with providing such services. Subsidy provided to any mode of trans- 
portation comes out of someone else's pocket. It is not free. The ques- 
tion then arises whether it is fair, ecjuitable, or efficient to liave people 
from tiie rest of the country paying taxes to provide subsidized rail 
transportation service into certain areas. 

Let me give you a hypotlietical example with respect to whether 
in some cases, subsidized rail service to the degree that many routes 
are now subsidized makes sense. Suppose, for example, you took a 
typical route wiiere tiie fare was $20. As we know, at the moment the 
Government is subsidizing the typical $20 service by another $20 or 
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more. If yoii could ask passengere boarding the train whether they 
would choose some otlier mode of transportation for less than $20 
cash payment, and if they replied affirmatively, then everybody would 
be better off by providing subsidy in this different fashion. The 
passengers would be better off because they took the bribe, if you will, 
to clioose some other mode of transportation. The taxpayer is better 
off because he or she is paying less m subsidy. If it makes sense that 
the passenger would be willing to choose something else, I think that 
it reveals that tlie present structure of Amtrak routes is inefficient. 
Even if you have an objective of providing some subsidy to trans- 
portation, Amtrak's does not appear to be the efficient way of going 
about it. 

Mr. RooNEY. On page 2 of your statement, you criticize the pro- 
posed criteria for failing to establish a priority for ranking routes 
and services. 

How do you believe the routes should be ranked, considering only 
their financil criteria or do you believe that the routes should be 
ranked by net avoidable deficit or deficit by revenue passenger mile ? 

Mr. MILLER. I would rank the routes according to their profitability. 
If not manj' are profitable you rate them in terms of route passenger 
miles and total losses and take very hard looks at those. Again, it 
would seem to me that tliere would have to be important environmen- 
tal or social objectives and it would have to be very desirable to pro- 
vide rail transportation, or to achieve those objectives through rail 
transportation when they can't be achieved in some other less costly 
way, Defore I would retain those rail services. 

Mr. RooNEY. Have you come to a conclusion as to the maximum 
permissible loss per route, either by total avoidable cost or by loss per 
passenger-mile ? 

Mr. MILLER. Well, that is a number that I don't feel capable of 
identifying. Tliere are lots of imponderables that go into making that 
kind of decision. I suspect that number is a lot lower with respect 
to tiie losses per passenger-mile and total losses per route than we 
observe with Amtrak today. In any event, I don't think the loss 
should lie much higher than what we are paying for alternative 
modes of subsidized common carrier transportation. 

Mr. R(X)NEY. Mr. Skubitz. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Miller, is your experience in the field of trans- 

portation? 
Mr. MILLER. My dad is an airline pilot. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. I am not asking about your father, but you. 
Mr. MILLER. I have had no business experience in transportation. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Railroads or airlines or waterways or with trucka, 

is this correct ? 
Mr. MILLER. I have had no business experience. I spent 8 years of 

my professional career studying this area. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. In school ? 
Mr. MILLER. After my formal education, for universities, for the 

Department of Transportation, for the Council of Economic Ad- 
visers, and for various private clients. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. I notice that your testimony places profit first. In 
other words, if it does not show a profit, your advice is to get out of 
the business, is this correct ? 
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itr. MILLER. Well, that is certainly the JSrst cut I would take at it. 
If I were choosing candidates for further consideration, that would 
be my prime criterion. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Are you speaking for the administration when you 
say tliat or is it your own personal view? 

Mr. MILLER. It is my personal view. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Going back to the Post Office Department, if you 

were Postmaster General today, you would cut out about two-thirds 
of the post offices, because they are operating at a loss, is that correct? 

Don't misunderstand. Two-thirds or three-fourths of the third- 
and fourth-class post offices are operating at a loss. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Skubitz, I made a study of the Post Office system 
and I believe the Postal Service is capable of providing service at a 
"profit" in a number of places where it is losing money today. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Well, these moneysaving instances you talk about 
would call for the closing of those little rural post offices and the 
only alternative is a mobile post office going through town and de- 
livering mail, unless you have some idea I don't know about? 

Mr. ^IiLLER. If you want my personal opinion, sir, I would say 
many of these should be closed, yes. There is no free lunch here, and 
to the extent a post office is experiencing a big loss, other people are 
paying for it. 

^Ir. SKUBITZ. Where do you get the idea there is no free lunch? 
Wiiose money are we spending, youre, tiie fellow downtown, or the 
taxpayers? Aren't we all taxpayers and all entitled to some sort of 
service ? 

Let me give you an example 
In my district, the cities of Fort Scott, Pittsburg, Parsons, and 

Columbus, all cities of over 10,000, have no transportation system 
except a bus that comes through town at 3 o'clock in the morning. 
Passenger train service has been cut out completely. 

The closest airline is 40 miles away. What alternative would you 
suggest for these 5 towns of 14,000 to 25,000 population in each town ? 

^Ir. MILLER. AVith respect to who is paying for it, the answer is, 
you and I and every other taxpayer are paying for these subsidized 
Government services, and if the taxpayers were not paying for those 
services they would have that money to spend themselves. Tliat is 
wjiat I think has to be considered. 

It is not as though there were just a lot of Government tax revenues 
to allocate; I think we need to realize that if we didn't provide such 
subsidies people could have more money in their pockets. I think that 
is an appropriate way to look at it. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. In other words then, in our area of the coimtry, if 
we cut all of these buslines out and all of these post offices out, we 
liave more money in our pocket and we can liand-carry our letters, 
is that it? or we can all buy an automobile and drive down the high- 
way, even though most of the older people that use the trains are up 
in tl.eir seventies? 

Mr. iliLLER. Well, I am not tlie one to determine whether the Postal 
Service or transportation into your district should be subsidized. It 
is for Congress, as elected representatives, to decide. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. I wonder what kind of advice you are giving the 
President and the administration regarding what should or should 
not be done ? That is what worries me. 
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Mr. MILLER. Well, I am saying two things. 
First: If subsidized service or other benefits to a particular area 

are to be provided, we should make sure we do it at the lowest cost 
to the Government and thus the taxpayer. My judgment, based on 
looking at a lot of ditierent kinds of Government services, is that in 
so many cases the cost could be a lot less than it is. In other words, 
you could get a lot more "bang for your buck" than you presently 
get. 

Second: I would urge people to consider the opportunity costs 
and realize that providmg service into one region or another—and I 
come from a very small town too—is not free. There is no free lunch, 
and there is a cost to some individuals. No, it is not up to me to make 
that decision. It is up to the elected representatives to make that de- 
cision. 

Mr. SKUBrrz. Getting back to the point. 
You are one of the fellows that advises the administration on what 

policies they siiould adopt, are you not? 
Mr. MILLER. Yes. 
Mr. ISKLBITZ. This is why I am picking your brains, to find out 

what kind of advice you are giving to the administration. 
Certainly, I want to see losses cut wlierever we can cut them, but, 

by the same token, I am not ready to admit that because there is not 
a profit shown, this ought to be cut out. That might be good business, 
but I am not so sure it is good government. ' 

I think we must draw a distinction there. I don't think that Am- 
trak, will operate at a profit. 

I think we should keep the pressure on to cut down its losses. I 
think savings could be made in other areas just as well. 

Am I riglit in assuming that the premise you fellows work on, 
being economists, is that any time the Federal Government spends 
any money it is inflationary in one way or another, is this correct? 

Mr. MILLER. NO, sir. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. It is not ? 
Mr. MILLER. No. 
Mr. SKL-BITZ. What about money to Angola, would it be inflation- 

ar\' or not, in your view ? 
Mr. MILLER. Sorry, I didn't understand you. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Giving $80 or $200 million to Angola, would that be 

inflationary ? 
Mr. MILLER. I wouldn't want to express a view on that. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. If you would, it would be embarrassing, I am sure. 
Number two. Is cutting taxes putting more money in the pockets 

of the people at this particular moment while at the same time re- 
sorting to deficit spending inflationary or not? 

Mr. MILLER. You have identified a very complicated issue on which, 
quite frankly, I do not feel sufficiently expert to provide a definitive 
answer. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Well sir, the matter of transportation is just as com- 
plicated. 

Mr. MILLER. I agree. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ROONEY. YOU attacked Amtrak's expenditures as being infla- 

tionary and obviously you have studies to back it up. 
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Do you have any other corresponding studies with respect to the 
inflationary impact upon tlie waterways, upon the airports, the air- 
ways, or tlie highways? 

Mr. MILLER. I have not made any detailed studies. I could report 
to you what others liave said. 

Mr. RooNEY. Why did you select Amtrak? 
We spend billions of dollars on waterways and airports and air- 

ways and highway improvements. Why just select Amtrak and say it 
is inflationary ? 

Mr. MILLER. Let me mention two things. First, both airports and 
liighways arguably are paid through user taxes, or user charges. It 
is certainly less clear in tlie case of waterways, but tlie evidence I 
have seen suggests waterways do not pay their way. 

Second, with respect to Amtrak, I just happened to be interested 
in Amtrak several years ago and published some research on the issue 
wlien I was a university professor. At the Council on Wage and 
Stability the Board's criteria were publislied, and we took this op- 
portunity to make a comment. I felt that what I liad done and the 
views of othei-s at the Council were worth passing along to the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Will you yield? 
Mr. RooNEY. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Can you give me the title of the thesis you wrote on 

Amtrak ? 
Mr. MILLER. I have submitted this study for the record. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. YOU have. 
Thank you. 
Mr. RooxEY. Yes, Mr. Skubitz, here it is. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Thank you. 
Mr. RooNEY. Amtrak stated yesterday that it has a mandate to 

have a national rail system and interprets this to mean there should 
be a connecting national system. It submitted a route system indi- 
cating the effect of the proposed budget cut for fiscal year 1977. 

Now, you, as an authority on Amtrak, I wonder if you agree with 
tliis premise or do you think it should be acceptable to have a number 
of unconnected routes? 

Mr. MILLER. I see no problem in having a number of unconnected 
routes without every point accessible to every other point. 

Mr. RooNEY. So you agree that we can have several unconnected 
routes and in the long run it would be more profitable? 

Mr. MILLER. Well, it could be. That would be my preliminary judg- 
ment based on the research I have done on Amtrak. There are prob- 
ably many connecting long-distance routes that would go by the way- 
side if stronger economic criteria were established. 

I think it is important that we expand our perspective here. We 
started off with a proposal which the proponents advertised as an 
experiment to see if rail passenger service could be provided by the 
private sector or a quasi private corporation and it was expected to 
l)e profitable. Yet every year the losses have mounted, and I think 
we have to stand back and say, "There are big problems here and, as 
the Commissioner from ICC was saying before, there is not an im- 
limited indulgence on the part of the American public to support rail 
passenger networks. 
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An economist happens to be a person who faces people with difficult 
choices; you can't have both bread and potatoes all the time. Some- 
times you have to give up one for the other. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Will the gentleman yield ? 
Mr. RooTET. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Miller, I never, at any time, thought Amtrak was 

going to be an organization that would be run for profit or would 
make a profit. 

I think the railroads themselves proved that. I think that we can 
cut down on losses. This is what I would like to zero in on. 

I think it is in the public's interest to develop an efficient passenger 
service and even after we do, I think it is going to operate at a loss, 
because there are certain factors that Amtrak itself can't solve. 

Amtrak has no right to fix its own i-oadbeds, for example. It has 
to deal with the railroads on that, and until they get the tracks fixed, 
we will have problems. 

There are also problems that need to be worked out with i-espect 
to the operation of equipment. I think these are the things we ought 
to be zeroing in on, instead of saying, "Well, they operated at a loss 
last year and again this year—I think we ought to put them out of 
business and look for new means of transportation." 

Personally, I don't think any means of transportation we have to- 
day could meet the mass transportation problem better than Amtrak. 
We can't lay slab fast enough today to take care of the passenger 
automobiles on the road. 

If it had not been for increases in gas prices in tins country, we 
would be so clogged up on our highways today I don't know how we 
would meet the problem. 

Airlines ? I went to Chicago the other night to go to Kansas City 
and we circled O'Hare airport for 46 minutes waiting to get in. 

What is the answer? Building another airport 30 or 40 miles from 
Chicago? We soon get to the place where the airport is so far from 
town that a good, fast train gets there quicker than an airplane. 

I think this is going to happen in the Northeast Corridor. I think 
trains will be able to go from Washington, D.C. to New York, from 
Union Station here, and into downtown New York much faster than 
a plane from National Airport into New York and then out of New 
York by cab into the city of New York. 

I say that for one reason. You go out here and they say, or the 
pilot will say, "Ladies and gentlemen, make yourself comfortable. We 
are 15th in line to get out. 

"So we make ourselves comfortable for 20 minutes and we get to 
New York and circle the airport for 30 or 40 minutes, and then wait 
for luggage and then have to drive to town. Tiiat time alone will eat 
up the difference between what a train will take from here to New 
York traveling at the rate of 130 miles an hour. 

If it is true, if my premise is right, even though we are operating 
at a loss, dollarwise, that is, between here and New York, it is going 
to be, I would think, less of a loss than going out and building a new 
airport with all of the safety factors the Government has, using a 
subsidy payment and additional cost to the taxpayers using the air- 
line. 
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Tliis is what we have to decide. "Is passenger service necessary ?" 
"Is it in the public interest?" If it is, we should not just look at the 
profit and loss. If it is operating at a loss, we must find where these 
losses can be cut ? 

Tliat is the thing I am interested in at this moment. If I think that 
it can't be achieved, I will be one of the first to vote Amtrak out of 
business. 

Mr. MILLER. Well, sir, I am not advocating that Amtrak go out of 
business, but I am urging tiiat the choice of new routes and the de- 
cision to delete old routes be made after very rational, careful evalua- 
tion. But what we have to remember here is that even though a good 
argument could be made about the availability of Amtrak's service 
and how good it is, people are not using it in sufficient numbers to 
ortset losses. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. The service is not good. This is one of the problems 
today. If you read the article in Fortune magazine the other day, it 
indicated the rate of speed from Chicago to Florida is 40 miles an 
hour, but some of the track is so bad you can only go 15 miles an 
hour. 

The service is not good. You go from Chicago to California—and 
I rode the train recently to find out about it—although you have good 
track most of the way there are areas in there where you have to cut 
down to 20 or 30 miles an hour. 

If you could bring the rate of speed up it would help in getting 
more people to ride. 

I don't tliink that people are opposed to riding the trains except 
in the areas of cost, and second, periiaps services. 

But these can be solved. You don't solve them by saying: "They 
lost X dollars in 1970; they lost x dollars in 1971; therefore let's 
put them out of business." 

Those are your figures and you are the one that talks about losses. 
I would assume what you are saying is: "If you can show a profit 

let's keep those, but the others, let's write them off"? 
Mr. AIiLLER. You should scrutinize them very, very 

carefully. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Well, we do that. 
That is all, Mr. Chairman, 
Mr. RooNEY. I just want to get back to my last question that you 

had already answered in talking about the disconnected route system. 
Perhaps I should address this question to your legal counsel, since 
the original act, as I undei-stand it, states that it must be on a 
national intercity system. 

Would it be legal to break it up? 
Mr. WiiJUAMS. Sir, I don't have an opinion on that. We have 

focused on the proposed criteria and not on other matters. 
Mr. RooNEY. I would appreciate it very much if you would take a 

look at that opinion and supply it for the record. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Fine. 
[The information requested was not available to the committee at the 

time of printing.] 
Mr. RooNEY. I have one final comment to make. We were talking 

about Amtrak and singling out Amtrak as one that is costing the 
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American taxpayers millions of dollars and I think we spent $300 
million last year, is that correct ? 

Mr. MiiXER. Something of that nature, yes. 
Mr. RooNEY. How much have we spent in moneys with respect to 

air, water and highways? 
Mr. MILLER. Well, over the years, since 1930, I think we spent 

something on the order of $1 billion total for subsidizing air trans- 
portation, and the estimate of the subsidy to water transportation 
varies, depending on the analyst, but it is a lot of money. Estimates 
on construction of airports and highways also vary. 

Mr. RooNEY. Well, it does vary but it was about $11 billion last 
year and it does not take into consideration the cost of interest, 
about $1.2 billion. 

Mr. MILLER. But, sir, that is a trust fund figure, not a direct 
subsidy. 

Mr. RooNEY. It is a trust fund, but there is no interest. 
Mr. MILLER. Surely. 
Mr. RODNEY. And it also does not include the control tower. 
You gave some answers to this committee on the problem and you 

suggested maybe subsidizing automobiles, which I think is almost 
impossible. 

How do you feel about subsidizing private bus carriers? 
Mr. MILLER. Let me answer by first giving an example. 
When I was at the Department of Transportation we looked at 

one city which was receiving high subsidies for local air service. 
There was very few passengers and the carriers were receiving high 
subsidies. It turned out that the Federal Government could have 
}>rovided a limousine service on demand, a real limousine, at a much 
ower cost than providing that subsidized air service. 

Discussion of a subsidized bus service opens a very broad area for 
possible Government and private industry relationships. However, 
provided that we could get around certain problems, I would not be 
troubled by the prospect, at least conceptionally. I am very troubled, 
though, by the idea of putting a private entrepreneur on subsidy. I 
think the incentives for being efficient are lowered automatically and 
the firm will become less efficient. 

Finally, let me stress again that I am here testifying on the infla- 
tionary impacts of the.se criteria as I see them. I am not in a position 
to say what should or should not be done. I am advising you as to 
rny judgment of the inflationary impacts, and it is your responsi- 
bility to make these decisions. 

I would add, however, that if Congress wishes to provide subsi- 
dized transportation service to any point, it should try to do it at 
the lowest possible cost to the taxpayer. In some cases, this may 
mean subsidized bus transportation, and I would not be disurbed 
by that. 

Mr. RooxEY. Thank you very much. 
Do you have any further questions? 
Mr. SKUBITZ. I would like to make one observation. 
We have come over heer to listen to the testimony of these wit- 

nesses on a very important problem. There is a very important piece 
of legislation on the floor that aff'ects both of us. I look around this 
room and I see representatives of the railroads and I see representa- 
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tives of the airlines and bus companies and I see representatives of 
the brotherhood, all of them vitally interested in this legislation, but 
I don't see a single soul here from Amtrak. 

Here is a witness testifj'ing about the inflationary impact of the 
Amtrak program. I think it is a shame that this organization, with 
over 5 or 10 "leg" men around the Hill, can't find time to send some- 
body down to listen to the testimony so that we can ask them ques- 
tions later on. 

If you or I called Amtrak 1 hour from now and said, "Mr. Miller 
testified down here today and said this, what have you to say," they 
would say, "Well, we have to read his testimony first." 

Mr. RooxEY. Well, I must say. in all fairness to Amtrak, I did see 
some of their representatives here earlier. You certainly know your 
Government employees very well. 

Thank you very much. 
You were very candid and wc appreciate very much your testi- 

mony. 
The committee will stand adjourned until 10 a.m., Friday. 
The hearing tomorrow has been canceled because the railroad bill 

is going to be signed, so we will meet on Friday, at 10 a.m., in Ray- 
burn at 2237. 

[•\Miereupon, at 4:10 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Friday, Febniary 6, 1976.] 



AMTRAK DISCONTINUANCE CRITERIA 

FRIDAY, FEBBUABY 6,  1976 

HotrsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND COMMERCE, 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.CA 

The subcomittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice in room 2237, 
Raybum House OflSce Building, Hon. Fred B. Rooney (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. RooNET. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Today the subcommittee begins the final day of hearings on the 

criteria and procedures for making route and service decisions sub- 
mitted to the Congress by Amtrak. Unless the testimony received at 
this hearing indicates that Congress should disapprove the criteria, 
they will be used to determine whether individual routes and serv- 
ices in all parts of the Nation will be discontinued or initiated. 

Thus far the subcommittee has heard from Amtrak an explana- 
tion of the criteria and how they relate to the Corporation's overall 
operation. We have heard statements of support from the Depart- 
ment of Transportation and qualified approval from the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. The Council on Wage and Price Stability 
has stated its opposition to the criteria. 

Today we will hear from the private sector, the motor carriers, 
and airlines who must compete with the Government-subsidized op- 
eration of Amtrak. We will also hear from the consumers of rail 
service represented by the National Association of Railroad Passen- 
gers, and from the United Transportation Union which represents 
a large number of Amtrak employees. 

Before hearing from these interested groups, we will hear testi- 
mony from two of our colleagues in the House, Congressman Sisk 
and Congressman Krebs of California. 

I would like to call our first witness, the Honorable B. F. Sisk. 
Before you proceed, I would like to take this opportunity to thank 

the witness, Congressman Sisk, for all of the help you have given 
me on the Rules Committee. You are most helpful and without your 
help the railroad bill that was signed into law yesterday perhaps 
would not have been signed, 

STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A EEPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. SISK. Thank vou very much, Mr. Chairman. It has been a 
pleasure to work with my good friend and colleague from Pennsyl- 
vania because I think we have some mutual concerns and mutual 
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interests, particularly in connex;tion with the future of the railroad 
industry in this country, and I want to commend him on the great 
job he has done. I give him credit for having gotten that bill through 
and let's hope we are on the way in the right direction. 

Mr. Chairman, I, of course, appreciate the opportunity to appear 
here this morning. Normally, what I do in cases of this kind is simply 
put my remarks in the record so as to save valuable time of the com- 
mittee, but, Mr. Chairman, I would like to expand on this a little, 
because we are faced with very grave decisions. 

The Subcommittee on Transportation and Commerce has worked 
diligently for a number of years to restore a viable passenger train 
system in this Nation. The excellent work and care which the sub- 
committee has taken is in large part responsible for the overwhelm- 
ing support in the Congress for the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation. I do not believe I take liberty with the facts, however, 
when I say the subcommittee's previous efforts are in jeopardy of 
being circumvented. 

These hearings are being held, of course, to discuss Amtrak's pro- 
posed criteria for making route and service decisions. I firmly main- 
tain, however, that the criteria are made useless unless we also dis- 
cuss the administration's budget request for Amtrak for the coming 
fiscal year. To suggest that the two are not linked, is a failure of 
understanding of high significance, it seems to me. 

I appear before you today for two reasons: (1) I wish to save the 
Amtrak service in my district, and we all become parochial when we 
come to such matters; and (2) and more importantly, I believe it 
is essential to realize that the congressional mandate in Public Law 
94-25 cannot possibly function properly if the administration's 
budget recommendation is permitted to stand. 

I fully understand that your subcommittee does not make appro- 
priations. But I feel we cannot logically discuss the proposed criteria 
without also discussing dollars and cents and the congressional in- 
tent—or what I believe has been the intent—toward restoration of 
passenger service in this country. 

It is equally important to remember that this subcommittee and, 
subsequently, the full Congress recognized that passenger train serv- 
ice is "a necessary part of a balanced transportation system." That 
finding, and others, led to enactment of the Rail Passenger Service 
Act in 1970. 

Since that initial legislation almost 6 years ago, the Congress has 
enacted other bills to strengthen Amtrak and provide it with the 
means to operate an efficient national passenger train system. 

One of the most important pieces of legislation enacted, of course, 
was Public Law 94-25, which requires Amtrak to develop criteria 
for making route and service decisions. The Congress did not tell 
the Department of Transportation or the Office of Management and 
Budget to develop the criteria—although they presumably com- 
mented upon them. The Congress mandated that Amtrak would de- 
velop the criteria. 

More importantly. Public Law 94-25 gives the Congress veto 
power over the proposed criteria. By maintaining ultimate congres- 
sional jurisdiction over this issue, the Congress sent a clear warning 
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to Amtrak and the "White House, I think, that we want and expect 
passenger train service to continue to be a significant link in the 
country's transportation system. 

I think all of us can agree that there is a need for the criteria. 
We must have a reasonable and systematic approach to deciding 
when services will be added or eliminated.-Amtrak cannot be expected 
to operate indefinitely under political pressures generated by local 
interests. 

At some point there must be a bottom line. Either a given route 
is good or bad. But how are we to make those decisions? Are we only 
to look at the dollars and cents, as the administration would pi-ob- 
ably prefer? Or are we to take into consideration other factors, many 
of which are subjective? 

It is clear, I think, that the criteria cannot reasonably be based 
simply upon economics. If we are to choose that as the sole or pri- 
mary basis for making route decisions, we would end up with no 
passenger train service because Amtrak reports that all of its 35 
revenue routes have deficits. 

Clearly, then, the criteria must be based in large part on such con- 
siderations as the savings to our environment by operating passenger 
train service, the savings in fuel consumption—which no longer is an 
academic matter—and whether, in fact, the Congress believes it is 
in the best intei-ests of this Nation to offer an alternative mode of 
transportation. 

I am pleased that Amtrak's proposed criteria acknowledges the 
fact that those more subjective aspects are determined to be signifi- 
cant as it reviews its present and planned services. 

The Congress now must decide if it was serious when it said 6 years 
ago that there exists a need for a balanced transportation system and 
that passenger train service must be a part of tnat system. 

If the Congress has second thoughts, let's say so. Let's be honest 
with ourselves and the public by saying that Amtrak has grown too 
large and costly and that we support the elimination of some routes. 

On the other hand, if the findings we made in 1970 remain valid 
today, then we must continue to support Amtrak both politcally and 
monetarily. 

I wonder, however, how these hearings on the proposed criteria 
can be held while we are faced with an administration budget pro- 
posal which clearly will circumvent the entire basis for the criteria. 

The National Railroad Passenger Corporation reports that if the 
administration's budget recommendation of $380 million for Amtrak 
in fiscal year 1977 is allowed to stand that it will mean the elimina- 
tion of 19 of its 35 revenue routes. That represents a loss of 48 per- 
cent of Amtrak's 24,965 miles of track nationally. 

I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that if this subcommittee fails to address 
the budget question in whatever way it properly may do so, that fur- 
ther hearings on the proposed criteria need not be held because the 
administration will have decided by fiat which passenger train serv- 
ice routes will operate and which ones will cease. 

There has been considerable discussion over the fact that the Con- 
gress established Amtrak with the mandate that it be profitmaking. 
Obviously, Amtrak has not been financially profitable. 

«ii.as4 n - 78 • 
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Is it really the position of the Congress that the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation must earn an aiuiual profit? Or is our posi- 
tion a more realistic one that iVmtrak shall operate as effectively and 
efficiently as possible with a goal of breaking even or making money ? 

Is it the position of the Congress that passenger train service is to 
be supported only after we clieck the financial ledgers? Or is our 
position that there is an overriding national need for Amtrak—a 
need which will require our economic backing in order to serve the 
public? 

It occurs to me, Mr. Chairman, perhaps what is needed is not a 
discussion on the proposed criteria but one on what the Congress' 
position is toward passenger train service. We are in need of a firm 
policy and it serves no useful purpose to face an annual battle with 
the administration or among ourselves over Amtrak. Either we sup- 
port a national—I repeat, national—^passenger train system or we 
do not. If we do, then let's not undercut Amtrak just as it is begin- 
ning to make some improvements in service and when even more im- 
provements are scheduled. 

I mentioned earlier, Mr. Chairman, that one reason I appear be- 
fore you today is because Amtrak service in my district in California 
would be eliminated based upon the administration's budget request; 
not based upon Amtrak's proposed criteria. 

I believe it appropriate to talk in specifics about that route, which 
extends from Oakland, Calif., to Bakersfield, a distance of about 315 
miles. The service, which includes two trains daily, was started in 
March 1974. 

That route, like the others in the Amtrak system, has been a money 
loser. Accordingly to Amtrak officials, the San Joachin's gross deficit 
in fiscal year 1975 was $3.5 million. That represents a ranking of 22 
out of Amtrak's 35 revenue routes. 

It must be remembered, of course, that the deficit includes the allo- 
cated costs for the whole national system, and supplemental overhead 
for other trains and feeding of other train routes. In other words, the 
gross deficit is an inflated figure. 

Furthermore, I believe this subcomittee has been given informa- 
tion which shows Amtrak estimates the net avoidable deficit per 
revenue passenger mile to be 23.7 cents for the San Joaquin in fiscal 
year 1977. 

Those estimates, however, were made prior to the end of the last 
calendar year, at which time significant developments began to occur 
on th Oakland to Bakersfield line. 

I must admit, Mr. Chairman, thnt T was deeply concerned about 
the route at times last year. In April 1975 ridership dropped 69 per- 
cent from the corresponding month in 1974. And in March, only a 
month earlier, ridei-ship had dropped 51 percent from March 1974. 

To some degree, of course, those sharp declines could be attributed 
to three factors: First, ridership was abnormally high when service 
first began and there was public curiosity with the restoration of 
passenger train service. Second, ridership was unusually high in Cal- 
ifornia—as it was nationally, too—because of the energy scare. As 
the latter eased, so did Amtrak ridership. Finnllv, ridership dropped 
in my State, in my opinion, because of some difficulties with service. 
Services in some cases wore started, then terminated, schedules were 
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changed, a connecting chartered bus system was canceled before 
Amtrak had entered into an agreement to provide alternative serv- 
ice. None of those events added to public confidence in the system, 
frankly. 

My good friend and colleague. Congressman John J. McFall, and 
I had several meetings with Amtrak officials to resolve the difficulties. 
Although we found Amtrak officials slow to move on some matters, 
they have acted in good faith to provide a sound passenger train 
service in the State. 

For example, Amtrak has revised the schedules to provide a rela- 
tively quick connection time with a new bus service. It has just 
started an advertising campaign and it has implemented new reduced 
excursion fares. 

What have the results been? I am pleased to say that in October 
there was an 8 percent increase in ridership from the corresponding 
time in 1974. That was followed in November by a 6 percent increase. 
And in December, ridership increased another 7 percent. 

The point which clearly is made is that with just a little effort— 
nothing drastic—we have turned the ridership around in California. 
Amtrak officials now believe there is a bright future for passenger 
train service from Oakland to Bakersfield. 

We are talking about turning a bad situation around in 2 years 
time—actually less when one.considers Amtrak did not begin ac- 
tively working on this matter until last September. 

Finally, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I am concerned, then, with 
those who simply look at the financial ledger to determine the suc- 
cess or failure of a given route. We can make Amtrak work, but it 
will not occur overnight. I hardly think that 5 to 6 years is adequate 
time on which to judge Amtrak nationally considering the fact that 
passenger train service in this country was dead in 1970, and that 
Amtrak is still using facilities which are old and in many cases in 
need of replacement. 

I support the development of criteria for route and service deci- 
sions. If at some point the criteria means that the service in my 
State will be curtailed or terminted, then so be it. But are we not 
going to give the criteria a chance to work? 

I ask this subcomittee to support Amtrak's proposed criteria. But 
I also ask the subcomittee to speak out on the issue of the budget, 
because it seems to me, Mr. Chairman, the two cannot be separated. 

Mr. Chairman, I at this time want to particularly express appre- 
ciation to my colleague from whom you will be hearing briefly, Mr. 
Krebs, who, of course, came to Congress last year, and who also has 
indicated an interest in this matter. Of course, sharing part of the 
same area that is served by Amtrak. I appreciate his support. 

Mr. Chairman, again as I say I appreciate very much your giving 
me this time, but it is a subject upon which I feel strongly, and, as 
the gentleman knows. I have been much interested in over the years. 

Mr. RooNET. Thank you very much, Mr. Sisk, for that very fine 
statement. 

The problem with the budget question is the fact that Amtrak is 
coming back to Congress next month for another supplemental 
budget. How often can Congres approve these budgets, say, in an 
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area such as the San Francisco-Bakerefield run, which costs $21^ 
million annually and your ridership is just unbelievably low? 

I commend you for trying to save this service, but I suggest you go 
back and talk to your local people and tell them they are about to 
lose a great thing. 

I wish we had service between the Lehigh Valley and the City of 
New York, because I am sure tliat hundreds of people would be going 
there every day and getting on the trains. 

You have it, and if it does not improve, Congressman Sisk, I am 
afraid because of the huge deficit, it will have to be eliminated. 

Mr. SISK. If I can comment, Mr. Chairman, I made the same state- 
ment to chambers of commerce, mayors of all the cities in the valley, 
and the public—and so did Mr. McFall—when we made the plea for 
Amtrak to include the San Joaquin as part of its national system. 
As you know, the service was not included initially in the Amtrak 
system. 

Representative McFall and I both told officials and the public that 
it was up to them; either they use the service or there was no way 
we could maintain Amtrak in the San Joaquin Valley. 

That didn't mean it would have to be a profitable operation, but 
would have to at least meet the general criteria, or standards, by 
which other routes will be judged. 

I still maintain that position. We have had some ups and downs, 
but we feel we have possibly turned the comer and ridership is start- 
ing to improve. The figures for the last three months certainly seem 
to indicate that, so I don't believe the Congress^ or the administra- 
tion should be too quick to write the San Joaquin off. 

I agree the picture is not good, financially, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooxEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Sisk. 
Mr. SISK. Thank you. 
Mr. RooNEY. Our next witness will be our distinguished colleague 

from the great State of California, Mr. John Krebs. 
Welcome to the Committee, Mr. Krebs. 

STATEMENT OE HON. JOHN KEEBS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. KREBS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I certainly appreciate the 
opportunity to appear beifore your comittee this morning. 

Following my colleague, Congresman Sisk, is always a difficult act 
to follow, and I certainly admired what he has tried to do for the 
servicing of San Joaquin Valley, which I am privileged to represent. 

I represent the 17th Congressional District, lying immediately to 
the south of Congressman Sisk's district. 

I know, Mr. Chairman, that vour time is rather short. T see many 
witnesses in the audience. Looking over my statement and listening 
to my colleague. Congressman Sisk, there is relatively little that I 
can probably add here, so if I am permitted, then, to submit my 
sta*^ement for the record [see p. 115], I can possibly save the com- 
mittee some time. 

If I may just adlib for a couple of minutes and comment on the 
observations you made in response to the loss of monev incurred by 
Amtrak in connection with the service that we are particularly con- 
cerned with. 
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You may have detected from my accent that I barely missed the 
Mayflower. I therefore possibly am somewhat prejudiced in favor 
of passengers service because I was born in Germany and I have 
traveled relatively extensively in Europe and frankly I remember 
quite distinctly when I was stationed over there with the Army in 
1952 we used to ride third class from the central part of Germany 
to Switzerland on a long weekend and I hope I won't step on any- 
body's toes when I say that the service at that time, the type of train 
that would take you from the central part of Germany to Switzer- 
land or Italy, or Holland, compare favorably with the Metroliner 
that is run between Washington and New York, let alone the type 
of train that we have in San Joaquin Valley, which is a refurbished, 
but rather old type of train. 

The point I want to really make in response to your statement, 
which is certainly a valid one and I certainly understand your con- 
cern and it is a concern all of us share, nevertheless, if this country 
is ever going to develop the type of passenger service that I happen 
to feel we should have in this country, then we have to make it at- 
tractive to the American people. 

Without making excuses, as Congressman Sisk already articulated, 
the passenger service has picked up in the last few months of last 
year and I think, with improvement in the service, with maybe a 
better schedule, with maybe better physical equipment than we have 
at the present time, with more publicity, I think we can further im- 
prove the service, and I think, needless to say, with improved service 
we will get improved ridership. 

Having said that, let me also say, and I will close on this, that in 
this day and age we are inclined to get people out of automobiles 
and for this Nation really to feel that we can expect the railroad 
system, particularly the passenger service, to be a self-supporting or 
let alone a profitmaking enterprise in this transition period, which I 
hope will be a transition period, between a relatively low ridership 
and what hopefully is going to end up in a much higher ridership 
with improved service, for us to assume that we can have decent 
ridership with decent transportation, I think, is really illusory. 

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, I want to assure you when this matter 
comes before the full House that I will lend my support to those who 
will see to it that passenger service in this country is going to improve 
rather than being curtailed on the basis of a very short, in my opin- 
ion, short-term improvement in our overall fiscal standing. 

Mr. Chairman, I apprex^iatexi tlie opportunity to appear before you 
today and if you feel there are any questions I might be able to 
answer, I will be glad to do so. 

Mr. RooNET. Thank you very much. Your statement will become 
part of the record. 

[Congressman Krebs' prepared .statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. .TOHN KREBS, A REPREBENTATIVE IN CONOREBS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I greatly appreciate this 
opportunity to appear before you and to register my full support of the con- 
cept of a national railroad passenger system. 

It is my understanding that these hearings are directed in particular to- 
ward the criteria and procedures for making route and service decisions by 
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the National Railroad Passenger Corporation in compliance with Public Law 
94-25. My comments and concerns are directed not only to the criteria and 
procedures In general, but to the San Fraucisco-Bakersfleld route in particular, 
since this route serves California's Seventeenth Congressional District, which 
I am privileged to represent. 

Service was initiated on the San Francisco-Bakersfleld route in March 1974. 
The following schedule illustrates ridership and percentage change in rider- 
ship for the months of March through December. 1974 and 1975. 

Percentage 
Month 1374 1975 chanie 

March  9,013 5,528 -51 
April  14,355 4,451 -69 
May  9,246 6,795 -27 
June  8,697 5,519 -37 
July  7,877 6,273 -20 
August  8,488 6,758 -20 
September  4,927 3,827 -22 
October  4,243 4,596 +8 
November..  5,079 5,408 +6 
December  6,007 6,447 +7 

While ridership on the San Francisco-Bakersfleld route was increasing by 
8, 6. and 7 per cent. resi)ectively. during October, November, and December 
of 1975, ridership nationally was increasing, compartively, l)y only 1, 2, and 
5 percent. Thus, strengthening of the ridership trend is oljvious. But what 
Is not so obvious are some very basic and indeed logical reasons for the 
relatively high ridership experienced during the flr-st half of 1974. These 
rea.sons. in turn, explain the rel itively large percentage decline in rider- 
ship experienced during the first half of 1975. 

It is generally agreed that initial ridership was abnormally high as a 
result of the public's curiosity with restoration of passenger train service in 
the San .loaquin Valley. Second, the nation felt the initial impact of the 
energy crisis, which caused many individuals to utilize passenger train service 
In an effort to conserve our national energy  supplies. 

The increase in ridership experienced during the last quarter of 1975 
appears to have resulted from a positive marketing effort instituted by Amtrak 
officials. Not only was an advertising campaign initiated during the Fall of 
1975, but also certain rate reductions, in the form of excursion fares, were 
Implemented. 

It .seems clear, then, that ridership on the San FrancIsco-Baker-ofleld route 
has indeed stabilized and that prospects are good for growth in ridership to 
occur, particularly when one considers the increasing public awareness of our 
need to conserve energy and to titilize economical mass transit systems as 
viable alternatives to the automobile. 

It is ray understanding, however, that the National Railroad Pa.ssenger 
Corporation has targeted the San Francisco-Bakersfleld route, along with 
eighteen other routes, for di.scontinuance in response to the Administration's 
proposed operating assist'ince level of ^78 million and capital development 
grant level of $105.7 million for Fiscal Year 1977. 

While some may find the Administration's proposals disturbing, it is 
essential to recognize that federal spending must be kept wltliin reasonable 
limits. Certainly a different set of national priorities than that suggested by 
the Administratiini would provide a meiins Ijy which the proposed funding 
levels for Amtrak could be increased at the expense of some otlier areas of the 
federal budget. Sudi an approach is indeed straightforward and would even 
allow for federal expenditures to remain below a  prescril>ed ceiling. 

But it .seems that arguments such as the.se ignore an extremely basic issue- 
one that extends to the very sulistnnce of tin* Congressional mandate which 
estal)lished the National Railroad Pa.ssenger Coriwration. Very simply put, 
the issue involves the definition of routes wliich .serve the l)est interests of the 
public in developing and maintaining a viable national railroad passenger 
system. 

The suggestion by Amtrak that ninteen routes, including the San Francisco- 
Bakersfleld   route,   be   discontinued   is   little   more   than   an   arbitrary   and 
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capricious response to tlie Administration's proposed budget limitations. It 
seems clearly inappropriate to employ the budget process as a means of 
effecting major policy decisions which substantially affect the nation's rail- 
road passenger system. The effects of route modifications demand that Amtrak 
grant any such proposals for change considerably more analysis and discussion 
than the obvious cursory thought which preceded the proposal to discontinue 
the San Francisco-Bakersfield route. 

But it is not enough to suggest simply that reasonable criteria which fairly 
evaluate the financial, social, and environmental variables that effect the 
definition of routes be employed. It is essential that any such criteria be applied 
so as to produce decisions which are in the public's best Interests—particularly 
the riders" best interests. Such an approach would clearly recognize today's 
need for an effective and efScient railroad passenger system—one that accom- 
modates consumers with proper scheduling, modern equipment, incentive fares 
and an overall level of .service which would serve to encourage ridership. 
While it is unrealLstic to think that these objectives can be achieved quickly, 
it is similarly unrealistic to conclude that they can be achieved through the 
process which led to the route reductions currently proposed. 

I submit that a comprehensive review of the national route structure is in 
order, for I believe that the fair and equitable application of criteria designed 
to measure the economic, social, and environmental impact or route modifica- 
tions upon all segments of the national railroad passenger system would lead 
to the conclu.sioii that the San Francisco-Bakersfield route should be retained 
as being in the best intere.sts of the public. 

Mr. EooNET. I didn't have an opportunity to read it before the 
hearing this morning, but I certainly will. 

I was very interested, however, on the first page of your state- 
ment indicating that the percentage of change of ridership has im- 
proved. I think I would admonish you to do the same thing I told 
Congressman Sisk and that is get your people to understand you are 
about to lose a very valuable service. 

I was wondering whether or not, Congressman Krebs, you think 
we should give up the illusion of making Amtrak a for-profit cor- 
poration and nationalize it? 

Mr. KREBS. I would say, Mr. Chairman, I know that nationaliza- 
tion of railroads has some overtones to it which are probably a most 
politically desirable stand to take and I think that the ConRail ap- 
proach, I think, represents a reasonable compromise between those 
who feel that we should continue subsidizing railroads without really 
having the type of control I think we are entitled to have since we 
are usmg the taxpayer's money and those who would nationalize the 
railroads tomorrow. 

I certainly would want to see the ConRail approach given a rea- 
sonable period of time to prove or disprove itself, but as a last re- 
sort, if we have to nationalize the railroads, I certainly would sup- 
port it rather than leave the country with no other means of trans- 
portation except the private automobile and the buses. 

Let me iust make one more point. Being in the California delega- 
tion, we were presented with a presentation by the University of 
California team of experts who had worked on the energy require- 
ment of suppliers for the State of California, and without going into 
detail, let me tell you it was a veiy, very depressing type of presenta- 
tion and certainly a cutting out of railroad service and expecting 
people to fend for themselves, which would mean either through the 
automobile or walking. I think it is a very short-sighted approach. 

I think our Government, and vou. of course, as part of it, have a 
responsibility to meet the needs for the energy age. 
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Mr. RooNET. You mentioned in your earlier remarks about travel- 
ing from Germany to Holland to Italy and how great the trains were 
back in 1952. I think that is still true today in Germany. 

But you must realize those trains are owned by the German Gov- 
ernment and I wouldj or I feel as you do, I certainly would not want 
to see pasesnger service or train service in this country nationalized. 

I commend you for your statement. We had a foreign expert be- 
fore our committee telling us that the condition of the railroads in 
Europe is partially due to the Marshall plan. This is something that 
we failed to do in this country, take care of our own tracks. 

I appreciate very much your being here todayj Mr. Krebs, and I 
certainly hope that the passenger percentage will continue to im- 
prove as it has in the past 3 months. 

Mr. KREBS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it. 
Mr. RODNEY. Our next witnesses will be a panel of the National 

Association of Motor Bus Owners, Mr. Charles A. Webb, Mr. Wil- 
liam Himburg, Mr. Fred Currey, Mr. John Adkins, Mr. James 
Reinke, vice president of Eastern Airlines. 

I have not taken the Greyhound or Continental Trailways or In- 
dian Trailways to Bethlehem, but I want to compliment Eastern 
Airlines for the fine service you give in serving Allentown, Pennsyl- 
vania, Bethlehem, and so on. The only problem is, I wish you would 
put another couple of planes on. 

You may proceed. 

STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. WEBB, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL AS- 
SOCIATION OF MOTOR BUS OWNERS; FRED CTJRREY, PRESIDENT, 
CONTINENTAL TRAILWAYS, INC.; WILLIAM P. HIMBURG, PRESI- 
DENT, INDIAN TRAILS, INC.; JOHN E. ADKINS, EXECUTIVE VICE 
PRESIDENT, GREYHOUND LINES, INC.; AND JAMES E. REINKE, 
VICE PRESIDENT, EASTERN AIRLINES, INC. 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would submit 
my statement for the record and summarize it briefly. 

Mr. ROONEY. AVithout objection, it will be inserted in the record 
[seep. 120]. 

Mr. WEBB. My statement points ou that we believe the criteria pro- 
posed by Amtrak are too vague and too indefinite. We do hope that the 
committee may find a way to persuade Amtrak to make its inten- 
tions more clear, but we do not recommend that the criteria proposed 
be disproved. To that extent, we agree with Amtrak and with the 
Department of Transportation. 

We have explained in our statement our proposal for a simple 
revenue standard which is that beginning in fiscal year 1977, the 
Federal Government shall not pay more for the cost of operating 
Amtrak trains than Amtrak passengers do. We would apply that 
test, not any particular route, but would make it a systemwide te^t. 

That is a very brief .summary of our statement and our position. 
I would like to cover a few points mentioned by witnesses in two 

previous days of hearings. 
First: On the question of subsidy, I would like to simply read a 

brief paragraph  from the statement of  National  Transportation 
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Policy by the Secretary of Transportation, which is dated Septem- 
ber 17, 1975. 

It says: 
Privately owned inter-city bus companies receive no direct payment of 

public funds and do make a partial, if not complete, payment to government 
at all levels for their use of the streets, roads and highways through fuel 
and license taxes. They receive a benefit in that they do not have to make an 
initial capital outlay for their right-of-way. They must compete, however, 
with subsidized Amtrak and local service air lines. 

That is the end of the quotation. The question of subsidies is to some 
extent irrelevant anyway. We see nothing inherently evil in trans- 
portation subsidies. 

We don't believe that Amtrak's service in the Northeast corridor 
should be discontinued or curtailed, despite the losses that are being 
incurred. We recognize that service furthers the public convenience 
and necessity and we certainly do not object to efforts to improve that 
service 

Mr. Lewis, for the Interstate Commerce Commission, stated that 
one reason for retaining rail passenger train service might be the 
fact that railroad passenger trains had a far better safety record than 
the intercity bus companies. That is not correct. 

I would like to submit for the record a table, based largely on 
"Accident Facts," published by the National Safety Council. 

The table shows, beginning in 1956 up to the present time there is 
very little to choose as between the safety records of intercity buses 
and railroads and airlines. For the last 3 years, for example, and I 
will simply read the passenger fatalities per 100 million passenger- 
miles. The airlines had slightly the better record, which is 0.11. 
Intercity buses came next, at 0.13 and the railroads were 0.21, all 
relatively equal in choosing among the 3 modes. 

I would like that table offered for the record. 
Mr. RooNEY. Without objection [see p. 122]. 
It will be interesting to compare it with the ones I asked the rail- 

roads to submit. 
Mr. WEBB. These include all railroads, the commuter as well as 

intercity. Amtrak reports its own figures to ICC and I am sure 
you will find them comparable with the figures which are reported by 
the intercity bus companies and bv the airlines. 

Now, the final matter that I would like to mention, Mr. Chairman, 
are the statements which have recurred throughout these hearings 
that Amtrak should be continued for the reason that it is the most 
energ;V'-efBcient mode, or for the reason that it creates less pollution 
than the other modes of transportation. This is not correct. 

I would like to offer to the staff of the committee, but not foi* 
inclusion in the record, of course, this very bulky volume which was 
prepared by the Boeing Co. It is a comparative study of the energy 
consumption as between all of the passenger modes, the intercity 
buses, the intercity railroads including Amtrak, the automobile, 
and the airlines. 

It finds, without anv question, that intercity bus transportation 
is the most enersrv-efficient mode. 

This article I have here, which is based on the Boeing studv, is 
entitled "Common Starting Point for Intercity Passenger Trans- 
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portsftkm Planning." It was written by Gerardus .T. Schott and 
Luin L. Leisher, who are in the research department for the Boeing 
Commercial Airline Co. 

With respect to emissions, this article which I also offer for the 
record, says: 

0«r emission comparisons (CO, HC, and NOx) show trains having con- 
sigtently higher emissions per passenger than the other modes^—the only ex- 
ception being the CO and HC emissions on the New York-Washington run, 
which reflects the characteristics of electrical generating plants. 

I would like to offer this article for your record, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RODNEY. Without objection [see p. 123]. 
Mr. WEBB. I would like to suggest, in conclusion, that the Boeing 

study be submitted to the Department of Transportation or to some 
independent body of experts to see if their findings are supported 
by their data. We think they are. 

Mr. Currey has some graphs which indicate visually the greater 
energy efficiency and the pollution comparisons and I believe that 
he is next on your list to proceed. 

Thank you. 
[Mr. Webb's prepared statement and attachments follow:] 

STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. WEBB. PRESTOENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF MOTOR BUS OWNERS 

MT. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 
My name is Charles A. Webb and 1 am President of the National Association 

of Motor Bus Owners (NAMBO). I appreciate this opportunity to explain 
NAMBO's position on the criteria proposed by Amtrak for the addition and 
disconsinuauce of passenger train routes and services. 

NAMBO is the national trade association for the intercity bus industry. 
Our members have an obvious interest in standards for the discontinuance of 
service by a heavily subsibized competitor. 

We believe the Congress acted wLsely in granting Amtrak authority to dis- 
continue routes and services pursuant to criteria acceptable to the Congress. 
In section 404(b)(3) of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 (the "Act"), 
Amtrak was authorized to discontinue trains "in the basic system" which are 
"not required by the public convenience and necessity" under the procedures 
of section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act but the effective date of that 
authorization has been extended by successive Congresses to October 1. 1976. 
Section 404(b)(3) of the Act never l>ecame operative because the Congress 
realized section 13a was not a statisfactory mechanism for determining 
whether particular Amtrak trains should be discontinued. 

Section 13a was added to the Interstate Commerce Act by the Transporta- 
tion Act of 1958 to enable railroads organized for profit to discontinue 
passenger trains which incurred heavy losses to the detriment of railroad 
freight service and which .served no essential need. The -section 13a procedure 
was made available to Amtrak becau.se, as indicated by section 301 of the Act, 
Amtrak was intended to be a "for profit corporation." In view of Amtraks 
soaring losses and its apparent lack of concern about the magnitude of those 
losses, section 13a is not an appropriate method for the elimination of 
hopelessly uneconomic service. A further reason for superseding the section 
13a procedure is that the Inter.state Commerce Commission has no presumed 
expertise in determining the extent to which non-essential trains ^ould be 
.supported by taxpayers. 

We also believe the Congress acted wisely when it decided in the Amtrak 
Improvement Act of 1975 not to vest In Amtrak unfettered discretion to add 
or di.scontfnue routes and services. In addition to reserving the right to pass 
judgment on the discontinuance criteria proposed by Amtrak, the Congress 
listed some of the relevant criteria in section 404(c) (1) of the Act. including a 
requirement in -subpiragraph (F) thereof that Amtrak establish— 

"... a priority ranking system for routes and trains to meet the needs of 
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the public convenience and necessity for a balanced transportation system ..." 
In Its report, The Criteria and Procedures for Mailing Route and Service 

Decisions, submitted to the Congress on Ooctober 20, 1975, Amtrak has not 
proposed a "priority ranking system" as required by section 404(c)(1)(F) 
of the Act, nor has it proposed other meaningful and definite criteria. In fact, 
it is impossible to apply Amtrak's so-called criteria to its present route 
structure an derive even a hazy idea about which trains are prime or pos- 
sible candidates for discontinuance. What Amtrak has done is simply to list 
as criteria all the factors it would consider in deciding whether to add or dis- 
continue routes and services without any indication of the relative weight 
to be given to those factors. The end result is a hodgepodge of all the kinds 
of evidence—major, minor, minuscule, direct, tangential, primary and second- 
ary—which might he admissible in a hearing before an Administrative Law 
Judge under section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act. Amtrak should not 
b'.; criticized for promising to consider all data having even a remote bearing 
on a decision to add or discontinue routes and services, but In the Amtrak 
Improvement Act of 1975 the Congress asked for more. 

For example, on page 2-5 of its October 29. 1975, report to the Congress, 
Amtrak selected "Change in Energy Consumed" and "Change in Pollutants 
Generated" as two environmental criteria "to guide its decision making on 
routes and services." It is hard to see how such data could be a significant 
factor in Amtrak's decision making. Buses are clearly more energy-efiJeient 
than intercity passenger trains and, on the basis of average load factors, 
trains over some of Amtrak's routes (e.g.. New York-Chicago) are about 
equal with automobiles in terms of energy eflSciency. Schott and Leisher, 
Common Starting Point for Intercity Passenger Transportation Planning, 
Astronautics and Aeronautics, .Tuly-August 1975, pp. 43-4. On pages 44-48 of 
that article,'which I ofl'er for inclusion in the record of these hearings, the 
authors report the findings of an emission study covering five major city pairs 
served by Amtrak. With the exception of the New York-Washington service, 
which reflects the characteristics of electrical generating plants, trains were 
found to emit into pollution-sensitive areas on a per passenger basis more 
pounds of CO, HC, and Nox than any other mode, including autos. 

Among the "social criteria" proposed by Amtrak are "Population Served" 
and "Impact on Personal Safety." The former criterion is insignificant because 
the number of persons actually using available Amtrak service is many times 
more important; the latter is Insignificant because the safety record of alter- 
native common carrier modes is comparable. 

The fundamental deficiency in the criteria proposed by Amtrak is that no 
relative weight is accorded to the five economic criteria, the three social cri- 
teria, and the three enviornmental criteria and, as a consequence, it is impos- 
sible to develop from such criteria, as the Congress required in section 404(c) 
(1)(F) of the Act, "a priority ranking system for routes and trains to meet 
the needs of the public convenience and necessity ..." What is required 
for the establishment of such a "priority ranking system" is a revenue standard 
applicable either to the entire Amtrak system or to particular routes. 

If there is no way, however, in which Amtrak can be required or persuaded 
to make its criteria for route and service decisions more definite, we hope the 
C<mgress will permit the .so-called criteria proposed by Amtrak on October 29, 
1975. to l)ecome effective. It is better for Amtrak to have unlimited discretion, 
within budgetary constraints, in making route and service decisions than it is 
to continue to freeze the Amtrak route structure or to have route and service 
decisions made on the basis of purely political considerations. 

NAMBO offers for the Subcommittee's consideration a very simple revenue 
standard, viz., beginning in fiscal year 1977 the Federal government shall not 
pay more for the cost of operating Amtrak trains than Amtrak's passengers 
pay. We .suggest a five percent reduction in the maximum percentage con- 
tribution of the Federal government for each of the five fiscal years following 
fiscal 1977 so that in fiscal 1982 the Federal government would be contribut- 
ing not more than 25 percent of the fully allocated costs of operating Amtrak 
trains. 

The Subcommittee may not agree with the figures in the revenue standard 
we recommend. We submit some revenue test is required, however, to halt 
the rapid escalation in Amtrak spending; to provide Amtrak with an incentive 
to discontinue clearly non-essential service and to maximize revenues from 
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the more promising remainder; and to protect the privately-owned intercity 
bus industry from the sul>sidized competition of Amtrak. 

In conclusion, we do not believe it is either reactionary or revolutionary to 
require passengers who prefer one mode of travel over others readily available 
to pay at least one-half of the cost of their transportation. 

Thank you. 

ACCIDENT DEATH RATES IN PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION i-PASSENGER FATALITIES PER 100 MILLION 
PASSENGER MILES' 

Domestic operations (3-yr average rates) 

Intercity buses Automobiles Railroads Airtlnei 

0.09 2.5 0.18 0.38 
.12 2.4 .13 .43 
.10 2.3 .16 .73 
.09 2.2 .10 .69 
.08 2.2 .13 .57 
.1* 2.2 .10 .27 
.14 2.3 .09 .16 
.18 2.4 .06 .23 
.13 2.4 .09 .20 
.14 2.4 .10 .25 
.11 2.4 .12 .24 
.11 2.4 .09 .23 
.08 2.2 .09 .13 
.OS 2.1 .12 .10 
.09 2.0 .28 .10 
.14 1.8 .28 .12 
.13 1.6 .21 .11 

1956-58 
1957-59 
1958-60 
1959-61 
1960-62 
1961-63 
1962-64 
1963-65 
1964-66 
1965-67 
1966-68 
1967-69 
1968-70 
1969-71 
1970-72 
1971-73, 
1972-74 

> The following qualifications apply: Buses include only intercity operations (regular route and charter) of all class I 
bus carriers reporting to the ICC and the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety of the Federal ftighway Administration, auto- 
mobiles include tax is, railroads include only "railroad passenger trains," and airlines include only scheduled air transport 
planes. 
' Excluding drivers or operating crews, except in the case of automobiles. 

Source: "Accident Facts." National Safety Council, Chicago, except rates for Intercity bui«s, which are derived by 
NAMBO from ICC and Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety data. 
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Common Starting Point for 
Intercity Passenger Transportation Planning 
By OERAROUS J  SCHOTT wtd LUIN L. LEISHER 
The Boepng Commerctal Airplane Co 

f S 

Wc live in a time when long established patterns 
of transportation encounter increasing scrutiny by 
many sectors of our society. We see traditional 
roles of transportation being challenged, and hear 
public clamor for an explicit national trans- 
portation policy. In short, we face a pressing 
transportation question: Where do we go from here? 

In approaching this question, we need a clearer 
pictureof our present position. No single 
discipline can alone provide this; a combination 
of efforts is needed. The study reported here 
makes one such effort. It offers comparisons of 
intercity passenger transportation modes—air. 
auto, bus and train—tn comparative terms of 

energy eflVicncy. emissions, and service and 
economic aspects. It strives particularly for clear 
and readily grasped ground rules. 

Many papers have been published on modal 
energy efftciencics. and they have generated wide 
differences in the values quoted. Attempts to 
reconcile the differences prove very difficult, since 
clear, consistent ground rules are often lacking. 
The study reported here emphasizes such ground 
rules. Our energy analysis applies to spring of 
IQ74cot)ditions. and is based on a detailed 
analysis of travel between ten city pairs. Some 
results simply conftrm a widespread finding: 
Intercity buses are superior to all other passenger 
modes. But the analysis also shows aircraft, autos. 
and trains to have comparahir energy efTicicncy at 
the longer distances. Some current trains are 

more energy-efficient than aircraft and autos over 
short routes. 

Our emission comparisons (CO. HC and NO^) 
show trains having consistently higher emissions 
per passenger than the other modes—the only 
exception being the CO and HC emissions on the j 
New York-Washington run. which reflects the 
characteristics of electrical generating plants. 
Aircraft, auto artd bus emissions tend to fall f 

group. For CO and HC emissions, buses generally 
are lowest and autos highest, with aircraft in 
between. However. JT3D-powercd aircraft fall 
well outside the normal pattern of this group. 

Although environmental compatibility and 
energy efficiency take the public limelight right 
now, transportation planners cannot safely ignore 
how each passenger mode meets the travel needs 

and desires of the public in terms of service of- 
fered and price-quality relationships. The auto 
continues to be the favorite of U.S. society, 
dominating intercity travel except at extremely 
long ranges. Of the common carriers, bus trans- 
portation appears to appeal to the short-distance 
and perhaps low-income traveler, while air 
dominates the common-carnage market on all 
but the shonest trips. 

Both bus arxl air offer service over extensive 
route networks and service patterns, and route 
maps indicate the extensive availability of air and 
bus service in all sections of the country, 
Passenger train service, however, has diminished 
considerably in the past two decades, resulting in 
quite limited coverage, especially for North-South 
travel in the western halfof the country. This 
downward trend in train traffic apparently has 
been halted, however, in the past two years. 
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A recent detailed study 
provides internally con- 
sistent connparative data 
for prominent travel 
modes as the nation re- 
examines its transportation 
needs and resources 

1> 

p s 
The lime and cost associated with intercity 

travel arc probably the most important com- 
parative criteria for the passenger. Only small 
irip-time differences are apparent at the shorter 
ranges—below 200-250 miles—among the four 
modes. At the longer distances, of course, the 
attractiveness of the airplane increases 
significantly relative to the three surface modes. 

Trip-cost comparisons depend on a host of 
factors, not the least being the traveler's/v/^ 
ci-piion of total travel costs and his desires relative 
to style and comfort of travel. For example, to the 
cost-conscious single traveler who places no 
particular value on time, the auto appears to be 
the lowest priced intercity travel mode up to about 
750 mites, while the bus has the lowest cost at 
longer ranges. If, however, time is valuable, air 
becomes the preferable intercity passen^r mode 
at all distances. Trip-cost comparisons for family 
travel bring out the attractiveness of the auto at 
all intercity ranges. Bus and air come next, 
depending on the length of the trip. 

In transportation planning, definition of needs 
of the country must be a primary consideration. 
How we get there—matching modes to the 
needs—will consider not only our position today, 
but also modal improvements and money and 
resources required. 

That high planning we now confront in the 
nation's councils. This article endeavors to 
provide generally acceptable, internally consistent 
comparative data which can fwm the starting 
point for the acquisition of sound planning data. 

Juty/Augusi 1975 
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In a climate of change—Where do we 
go from here?—many leclors of our 
tociety have been scruiini/ing our lon|- 
csublifhcd patterm in irantporiaiion. 

In approaching that que&iton, (he 
planrter mull understand (he \latu^ of 
the tysiem. Bui the many papers of the 
recent patt present bewildering! 
results—claims and counterclaims. 
left and nght. all apparently sub- 
staniuted withdata 

This being %o. early, in 1974 the 
Boeing Commercial Airplane Co. 
orgariized a study <^ intercity passenger 
transportation—schcduted airlines, 
private automobiles, buses, and 
p«ssenger trains—»uh the aim of 
comprehensively and accurately 
comparing modes and vcrviccs In 
pa^icular. the study covencd energy 
efficiency, atmospheric cmivswns. and 
service and economic aspects of the 
four modc\. In documenting nsults. 
particular care was taken to define data 
WMircts and methods used in data 
analysis and reduction. 

The general acceptability of the 
original approach was established 
through numerous contacts within the 
Dept. of Transportation (DOTt. ihc 
Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), the Federal Energy Ad- 
ministraiion. and NASA. From these 
agencies (he Boeing study group 
received valuable constructive com- 
menis. many rel1ei.'ted directly in its 
recent detailed reports,'*^ 

This article presents an overview of 
the methods and findings of Ihe Boeing 
study. Spring of 1<J74 conditions were 
lelected to reflect, as much as possible, 
actual operations and equipment. In 
addition, historical trends provide some 
perspective on a number of facets of 
intercity passenger transportation 

In some ways ihc rcjdcr will 
probably find the results described 
here familiar, but we hope too he will 
sec them supported with clear 
definitions of assumptions, methods, 
and data base 

Energy Comparisons 
Many authors have analyzed trans- 

portation    energy   efTwiency.    For 
eiamplc. T-l presents a modified form 
of a table prepared by Nutler.'* except 
that Column I derives from the Project 
Independence report ^ Notice the wide 
differences in values quoted for the four 
passenger modes. Nutter tried to 
reconcile these differences by com- 
paring assumptions, ground rules, 
analysis methods, and source data of 
it^e various papers: but often the papers 
lacked the necessary information. 

This motivated emphasis on clear, 
consistent ground rules in the Btwing 
study We chose a recent but well 
reported period—spring of 1974—for 
energy comparisons and 10 city pairs 
for analysis in detail. A hO-peireni load 
factor was assumed for all public 
modes, since load-factor data for 
specific city pair% was not available 

The overall approach we took offers 
ihcsc advantages: 

— Modes compared do specific 
origm-to-destination jobs, 

—Current services define cquipmcni 
—Operational constraints (schedule, 

route   profile   and   terrain,   passenger 
amenities, and comfort) are automati- 
cally included. 

— Dilferences in route distances for 
various modes between given cities are 
included. 

Fl presents results for (he four 
modes—passenger grruliirclr miln 
per gallon being Ihe measure of 
"goodness" (transportation job 
measured by the great-circle distance 
between cities, while fuel used reflects 
the route each mode actually has to 
folkiw). Buses prove decidely superior 
to the other modes. Aircraft, aulos. and 
trains have comparable cHiciencies at 
Ihe long distances, but s»>nie trains are 
better than aircraft and aulos tor the 
short routes. 

A major factor in the ener){y- 
etfR-iency analysis was circuity. in the 
ground mixJes defined as the ratio of 
route distance to greai-circle distance. 
Atrcrafi, in effect, also have circuity for 
routes. The specific value varies viith 
airways between cities. Moreover, wind 
directions at the cities determine which 

runways will be operational, and tfm 
determines how much flying must be 
done around Ihe airpons. Air Trans- 
port Association (ATA) rules were used 
to estimate such en rwute allowances. 
These rules reflect domestic irunkline 
operaiing experience Circuity for 
aircraft we define, then, as the ratio of 
the great-cinrlc distance plus ATA 
allowances lothc great-circle distance 

F-2 presents the circuities for ihe 
ground modes based on analysts of 44 
city pairs and for the air mode based on 
the ATA allowances (a function of trip 
length). The air circuity assumes 
nonstop flights only (Analysis of air 
traffic between city pairs served by all 
four modes shows thai, in these 
markets, over 'KPo of the Iravelers flew 
nonstop.') 

Aircraft Data* Fuel-efficiency data 
was developed for about twenty types of 
aircrafi. Before the oil embargo, 
airlines operated their aircraft to 
achieve minimum direct operating cost 
(DOC) per mile This took cruise speeds 
somewhat higher than those for 
minimum use of fuel The curtailment 
of aviation fuel supplies by the then 
Federal Energy Office caused the 
airlines to change I heir flight 
operations. In particular, they Ikw 
aircraft closer to Long Kange Cruise 
speed (at which only l*"" mote fuel ti 
used than iht.- minimum ariainablc) and 
at altitudes closer to Ihe optimum. This 
procedua- also came close to achieving 
minimum operating costs when aircraft 
fuel prices rapidly escalated in 1974. 

The Boeing study used Long Range 
Cruise speed and step-climb cruise 
around the optimum altitudes to 
calculate aircraft fuel utilization. 
Because the average number of in- 
service scats lor each type of aircraft 
was not know for the spring of 1974. we 
used the latest available values—1972 
airline reports lo the CAB These values 
run Uvwcr than the manufacturers' 
specifications of seating levels, and fall 
sontewhal lower than 1974 Hgures. 

F-3 presents a typical sei of airplane 
fuct-eflicictKy data. Theiwo graphs aid 
interpolation  for  any   range  and   any 

OERAROUS J. SCHOTT (AF), chi«( engineer (or Boeing Commerc.at'5 OMice o( 
Energy and EmiS5ior>s, joined ihe company in i967 after having Oone researth on 
Slirhng engines at Philips The Neirierlands. and on structures ai ihe National 
Research Council of Car^ada For a period he was responsible lor instrurnentaHDn 
and conlfols of one of Canada's largest relmenes At Boemg he has mainly worked 
on advanced propulsion applications and evaluation of new engines He is 
secretary of iheAlAA Airbrealhmg Propulsion Commiltee. and has been a member 
of a number of other technical committees LUIN L. LEISHER holds degrees in- 
both engineering and mathematics, and has 20 years of experience m Ihe aviation 
industry He directs Iransporlation systems analysis for the Boeing Commercial 
Airplane Co , responsible for the direction ol a broad spectrum of studies involving 
transpoftalion policy economics, and legislative issues and the role of aviation m 
Ihe national transportatiori system Leisher joined Boemg in I960, after five years 
with Cessna  He is a member of the AIA Civil Transport Aircraft Commiltee 
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number of passengers. Ranges between 
2000 and JOOO mi. uiually produce 
opiimum efficiency. Efficiency drops 
off al longer distances due to the need 
lo carry more fuel. Two factors reduce 
efficiency over the shoricr ranges: 
decreasing length of the cfTicient cruise 
leg relative lo the less efficient climb leg 
and. at the very short distances, in- 
creasing proportional penalty of the 
ATA allowances. Whether the ATA 
rules present a realistic picture of 
average short-distance operations may 
be debatable, but no better agreed- 
upon rules are available. Moat likely, 
non-trunk airlines incur imaller 
penalties due to operation at less 
congested airports. 

Much confusion is created in the 
literature by using the latest available 
(i.e.. I<ri or l«»72) CAB data for total 
revenue passenger miles and for total 
fuel used by the airlines. This data does 
not reflect post-embargo airline 
operations. T-2 shows for the 727-200 
how the pre-embargo CAB gross 
statistical data can be reconciled with 
the post-embargo calculated per- 
formance. The latter was taken as a 
starting point and corrected to 1972's 
average number of scats, average load 
factor, and flight operations. Only a 
small difference remains with the fuel- 
efficiency figure derived from l'*72 
CAB 727-200 gross statistics. 

This comparison demonstrates the 
importance of clear, rational ground 
ivies as a basis for efficiency calcula- 
tions. 

Automobile Data Many factors 
determine auto fuel mileage: model- 
year distribution, size and weight, 
speed, power options, mechanical con- 
ditions, dnver habits, geography, (vcu- 
pancy. iraH'ic conditions. Published test 
data defining the effects of vehicle 
weight and speed formed the basn for 
our calculations. Available statistics do 
not define the weight and age 
distribution of autos used in inlerctly 
travel. Our estimates indicated that the 
average intercity auto used in 1474 
would be a 1972 mode), and that it 
would weigh between 3XX) (average 
weight of all 1472 autos. including 
imports* and 4S00 lb (median weight of 
filll-sized cars). Comparisons of fuel 
mileage between open-road artd urban 
driving were obtained from Ctmsumrr 
Krpftrtt.** for air cortdiiioning we took 
a 0.75-mpg penalty, and lor driver 
habits and car mechanical condition j 
I.O-mpg penalty. For other laclon so 
little information was available we 
attempted no additional corections 

The Boeing study applied these data 
to the ten city pairs and calculated 
average route miles per gallon lo 
compare   our   d?ta   with   Consumrr 

Jmfy/Amgusi 1975 

T-1    PUBLISHED ANALYSES OF PASSEMOEfl-TflANSPOKTATION 
EFFICIENCY 
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F-1    MODAL FUEL EFFICIENCY VS. RANQE FROM BOEINQ STUDY 
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LOAD FACTOR 
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• AIR MODE CIRCUtTIES 
BASED OM ATA RULES 

0        SOO     1000     TSOO    2000     2S00 
RANGE   - 

GREAT CIRCLE  STATUTE MILES 

Krporrj'340-mi. test nins. interpolated 
for 3700- and 4500 lb cars, F-4 sh«iws 
reasonable correlation. However, the 
Consumer Rvporis data pertains to 
low-mileage cars in good condition. 
Consequently, the Boeing analysis 
likely produced slight)y optimistic 
figures for auto fue) mileage. 

F-4 reflects an occupancy of two 
persons, irrespective of trip distance, 
because that was approximately the 
Ctwisumrr Rrp^trts lest "payload." 
Travel statistics indicate, however, that 
average c*r occupancy tends lo increase 
with trip distance (F-S). Because the 
data points in F-5 represents lens o) 
thousar>ds of interviews, we consider it 
a statistically signiricant sample. We 
look lirKar extrapolations for trip 
distances beyond 800 mi. The auto fuel- 
etficiency curves of F-1 assunte the car- 
occupancy trends of F-5. 

Bus Data: We found eilremely little 
inlomiation on bus fuel mileage. The 
National Association of Molor Bus 
Operators (NAMBO) gave a national 
average of ti.O nipg, with Greyhound 
and Trailways averages being fi,2 and 
S.S mpg. respectively NAMBO gave a 
national average of43 scats per bus. 

F-6 shows fuel mileage for various 
types of buses and relative numbers of 
Ihem in a large regional fleet. The 
weighted average for the fleet comes 
quite close to NAMBO's national 
average. The Boeing study therefore 
look 5.4 mpg and h.ft mpg as lower and 
upper limits for the fuel efficiency of 
intercity buses. It aho took the industry 
average capacity of 43 seats for all 
buses. 

It is unfortunate that more-detailed 
data are not available in the public 
domain. However, tt can be seen in F-l 
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F-3    747-200B FUEL UTILIZATtON 

SEATING CAPACirv * FUtL HtSEflVES AiNtD ALLOWANCES 
BOEING SPEClFtCAYlON - 3« MIXED CLASS        PER ATA FORMULA 

F-2   CIRCUITY TRENDS 
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•hat onty v«ry iatft dcviitiont tram th» 
dAti could affecl the relaiive meriu of 

buKs and ocher pastcntter mndes. and 

wch larfte drviaiiom appear cxtreniely 

improbable. 
Train Data: Measured Itjel-con- 

luniplion data (OT diese I-electric 

passcnfter trains it scarce, but al least 

wnic is in the public dimiain. 

Burlinfiton-Northcrn meaiured the fuel 

consumption of the Empire Buildrr 

(Seattle-Chica((o) between Seattle and 

Hatrc. Montana. L!%in|{ detaikd track 

inromiaiion. Hoeing ran a computer 

analysts that accurately predicted the 

fuel the Fnipirc Builder used. The 

analvsn «as ibcn used to derise a more 

practical, scmi-empirical mclhixl- Thi* 

ntcthtxl showed a difference with the 

nteasured Seattle-Havre consumption 

o* onK _!•«. (F-7) However, lor the 

Southern Railway train between 

Atlanta and Wa\hmKton. D. C this 

analysts predicted SO"- less luel use 

than the nicasurrd. Thus, tor dicsel- 

clcctrk- trains wc assumed a lower 

hound on luel cnnsuniption equal to 

our calculation and an upper value 20^* 

higher. 
F-7 also shows a bivakdiw«n ol the 

calculated fuet consumption for 

Seaitle-Hasrc Note the very large 

influence of the firadc and duly cstte. 

*hich in our analysts was correlated 

with the aserafie track rise per mile lor 

each segment of the cniirc ro»ite. This 

demonstrates thai idealized irain- 

etVicicncv ^n.ilyses. which assume a 

strai|{ht-and-levcl track jnd cooslani 

speed, will pririucc unreahstKallv 

opiiniislic cfTictency values 

For the Meirotitwr. two analyset 
conducted at Boeing straddled the fuel 

mileatie quoted by Ricc.^ Hts data was 
therefore used. Fuel-consumption data 

prostded by Anilrsk was used for the 
Chicajpi-St  Louis Turboliner. 

Cuy-Pair Analysis: The ten pairj 

selected from the '*4-pair sample in- 

clude cities with populations exccedinff 

a million and pairs providing; 

representative cmeraiie ol the ci»n- 

ii|Iuous United Slates, both in 

|iro(traphy and iopo([raph> Ihc citv- 

pair tlisiancTs ran^e from ICO to 2.VM 

St mi in reasonable increments. Two 

city pairs were selected ftw their special 
train connection* f*e* Vork- 

WathinRlon (Metn-Jinerl and Chicaiio- 

St Louts (TurboJinerl- The Otficiul 

Airiim- Gtiiiir dcfirwd |he types irf 

airplanes and thcirweekU In-^uency on 

nonstop Hifthls- For autos. AAA 
Tnptiks defined aulomtibile rouies and 

hence the circuitv tJreyhound ihroiijih 
schedules defined bus route*. Amtrak 

schedules defined train routes, and 

Amtrak train records the cquipn^ent 

used. U.S   Ciust and Geodetic Survey 

July/Augun I97S 

F-6    MTERCrTV-BUS MPO 

IN SERVICE euS FUEL ECONOMY 

o      VARIOUS MODELS 
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F-7    MEASURED VS. CALCULATED TRAIN FUEL CONSUMPTION 
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START CRUISE STW. 

13 STOPS ENR0UT6 

CALCULATED 

lopop-aphic maps rner the lull lcn|[th 

of the tram rixiles defined Ihc round- 

tnp eloaiion data for the train fuel 

calculations, 

Averanc toad factors, by mode, 

between specific city pairs were not 

available. Fuel-efficiency comparisons 
for each city pair were therefore plultcd 

as a function of load factor The 

rapacily of the averaite intercity auto 

was assumed to be 1'nv seatv F-R shows 

a sample ol the data-prcsent.ti ion 

technique Umn itrr HruHv mtnv 
ritiittiil iku'i ihf iMh>-r mimifi Trains 

and autrts arc 3b«>ut equal for this cttv 

pair, with airplanes least efficient The 

studs showed improsin){ airplane cf- 

fViencv lor irKrcasinjj trip lenjcths At 
long distances aircraft, auios. and 

trains had about equal cft'icicncies. 

Relainc cMViencies of buses and 
trains especially attract arteniion The 

table in F -f* shows the sers low 

Opcraiin(( Fmpv Weijtbi tOFVV) per 

passen((er lor an atcra^ bu* (h.lO Ibl. 

For lon){-distanre trains with diners, 

sleepers and other amenities, the OpW 
per passcnfier tvpicalK runs MIOO- 

10.000 lb (with one csireme tsf 20.000 lb 

encounioreil). For all-oiacb dicsel- 

clcctric trams this I'lfture comes to 
about -WIK) tb; for the Metrt»lincr. 2n()0 

Ibjantilcwthc lurbolmer. 1700 lb. 
For each oC the modes, the citv-pair 

data was |n.*nerali7ed to represent the 

**4 city-pair samples. F-** sho»\ 
schematically how this was done for 

(rains The lull-circuitv band ol the *4 

citv pairs was used, II. instead. mU 

circuiiies of 1.45 and Umcr had bve-n 
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F-«    SAMPLE OF CITY.PUII 

MOMI. COWMMSONS 
NEW YORK-CHICAGO 

OALy$CAT 
OEW/SCAT 

(LB) 
FLOOR AR€A/ 

SEAT(FT2) 

AIR 1«36 22M 1023^975 1013 863 

Auro 10 SO 12 65 7»900 5S 6 1 

BUS 3 011M 630 66 

TRAIN 93 11 2 7800 308 

GREAT CIRCLE 
PASSENGER 
STATUTE MILES    <M 
/GALLON 

LOAO FACTOR   \ 

F-t  DEVELOPMENT OF SYSTEM RANGE TREND: INTERCITY TRAINS 

UTBMTU 

c<H<ici'»m»tni» 

SYSTtM RANGE TREND 

omut cTATun mit.n 

used, then ihc lenertlized inin- 
rfficieno band wouki havr shown a 
modified lower limit at ipproxiniAtet)' 
25 pjutengeT grtitcircle milej per 
gallon tor all dittancei. However, the 
upper limit of irairts would not have 
been improved, imce il t\ associated 
«ith minimum circuilin. 

It has hcen argued that T-), even if 
accurately reflertinft the sprmg of l')'74 
conditions presents an unfair picture 
for trams, because Amtrak inherited 
much old equipment ^ufTenng from 
decades of neglect. How would the 
recently ordered Amtrak equipment 
fare in our comparison technique and 
what wouU the fuel efTiciency be of 
»<ll-run foreign trains? F-10 shows 
recalculated eflViencies For all-coach 
US trains using the new equipment 
An efficiency imprmcmcni of about 
SO^ may be realized if the new 
equipment runs at speeds no greater 
than gnrcn by eiisling schedules The 
gam mostly reflects the higher sealing 
density of the new coach can. The 
improved efficiencies are only shown 
for trip distances up to SOO mi. in vkw 
of the all-coach nature of the trains. 

The Shinkansen <liicrally. New 
Trunk Line) tram front Tokyo to Osaka 
also yielded a higher efTiaenc) than the 
upper limit for trains in Fl Ht"wever. 
if one reduces the sealing density of ihis 
train to that of the new Amtrak 
coaches, then the Shinkanscn's fuel 
cffk'iency wouW lie al the upper limit 
for (rains in F-l. This apparently low 
efficiency for a tram which runs on a 
high-qualKy, dedicated roadbed 
reflects the adverse influence of the very 
high Shinkansen block speed. Il 
remains to be seen whether the recently 
ordered Amtrak equipment will be 
used (o obtain better fuel economy or 
higher schedule speeds 

Summary. Many details must be 
(aken into account in comparing 
passenger-transportation fuel ef- 
ficiencies. Clear ground rules greatly 
improve ihe prtAability ol making fair 
comparisons. Miller and SchotI 
recenilv enumerated ihe difficulties of 
making fair companions," 

The planner must decide to what 
extent the data presented here bears on 
hts problems. Certainly it woukl he 
incorrect to use (his data across the 
board for policymakmg. Policymaking 
implies a choice among differeni hroad 
scenarios tor the future Undoubtedly 
all modes can Improve ihctr fuel ef 
(tciencies. but this Miudy makes no such 
projections. In any case, fuel efftcieiwy 
will be only one ot many factors 
defining the form of future trans- 
portation systems 

Embatoa CoMpufwM 
Our   emission   study   took   ground 
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F-10    NEAR TERM IMPROVEMENT POTENTIAL FOR 
SHORT DISTANCE INTERCITY TRAINS 
Sixty percent load facloi. Potential near-term improvement involves low-circuity 
routes. Current schedules, and newly ordered equipment. 

60% LOAD FACTOR 

PASSENGER "• 
GREAT CIRCLE 
(MILES / GALLON    75 

100 200 300 400 

GREAT CIRCLE STATUTE MILES 

rules paraltelinfE a« much as possible 
(ha»e of the encrtQi' study: spring H' 
1974 conditions and equipment, for 
specific city pain, with compariionf of 
CO. unburncd hjKlrocarhont (HO and 
NOj. We used only data in the public 
domain. 

For the air mode, the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has proposed 
aircraft-enyiinc-emission limits associ- 
ated with a lakeoff-and-landin^ cycle 
up to an altitude of JOOO ft—the EPA 
hatinfc argued that the atmosphere's 
mixing layer avera(;cs 3000 ft and thai 
any emissions into the mixin;; layer 
could contnbute to pollution at ^ound 
level The EPA fell that pollution 
emitted above the muing layer would 
not affect peiiple. By the same token, it 
appears unfair to count all emiuions of 
the fp'ound modes on their journeys 
between city pairs 

For this reason, we introduced a 
concept of p<Jluti<m smuiivr arras. 
drfmed as en route cities, having 
populations (•rcatcr than 2500. ct- 
ceeding the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards in one or more of the 
three pollutants (CO, HC and NO,) for 
more than IO*'n of the fall-quarter 
niomin(p. 

As in the energy study, we assumed 
the load factors of the public modes to 
be hO% and auto cwcupancy to be a 
futKiton of trip distance (see F-5), 

F-ll, F-12, and F-13 present the 
pounds of CO. HC and NOj emitted 
per passen^r into the potlutitm- 
irmiiivr areas alonj; the routes for each 
of the live city pairs and the four tram- 
porlation modes. 

Trains show cnnstslently hi^jher 
emissions per passcnjjer than other 
n>odcs—the onl> exception being the 
CO and HC emissions for New York- 
Wathinptton.    which    retlects    the 

July/August 1975 

characieristics of electrical fjeneraling 
plants 

Aiirraft. auto. arKl bus emissions 
tend to fall into a group. For CO ar»d 
HC emissions, buses usually are lowest 
and auios highest, with aircraft in 
between. However, JT.3D-powcred 
airerafl fall well outside the normal 
pattern of this group. The NOx 
emissions of this group have different 
rankings for different citv pair%. 

Over longer trips one woukj expect 
higher values of pounds of pollutant 
per passenger into pollution-sensilivc 
areas along the route. Howeser. some 
regions of the I'.S. are more pollution- 
sensitive than others. Thus the values in 
F-ll-I.l are not only a function of 
length dtrip. but also i>f the panicular 
areas of the L'.S through which routes 
pass. 

Defining Pollution-Sensitive Arvas: 
Since no maps of the U.S. indicate 
pollution-sensitive areas teither by our 
definition or by any other >. the 
following procedure was desised. It 
rests on two sets of information, both 
published by the EPA.**• 10 

The first set of data cmers average 
rate of pollutant production per unit of 
area for each Air Quality Control 
Region (AQCR) F-14 presents this 
data for HC plotted against the average 
population density ol each AQCK 

The second set of data was mapped 
as contours ol equal "pollutant ratio" 
(ratio ol' the concentration at ground 
level to the pollutant production rate 
per unit nt area) cicecded 10*'^" of the 
lall-quarter mornings. F-15 shows an 
example of such a map. 

FIS basically reflects the mctesiro- 
logical conditions in the tall quaner. 
Where air layers are stagnant, the 
pollutant concentmiion will be high for 
a  given emission  rate.  On   the  other 

hatuj. where winds occur (e.g.. over 
Florida) the pollutants will be dispersed 
and a low concentration will be ob- 
served for (he same emission rate. 

F-15 combines an analysis of 
pollution dispersion with known 
statistical meteorological conditions for 
all areas of the U.S. In the analysis, the 
size of the aly (in lernts of downwind 
dbiancc) plays a role Contours are 
available for cities 10 km and 100 km 
long in the wind ditrciion. 

The analyst needs the following 
information to determine if a city is a 
pollution-sensitive area. First, he necdi 
the city's population and area from 
census data.'' so thai he can calculate 
its average population density. 
Population density determines the 
average emission rates for HC (per F- 
141 and for CO and NO^ using similar 
correlations. He can then derive a 
"pollutant ratio" for the city from F-lS 
and a similar figure for cities 100 km 
long in the wind diteciion. (An 
equisaleni diameter, derived trom the 
area given in the census data, was used 
as i)»e downwind sue of the city.) The 
product of the pollutant production 
rate from F-14 and the pollutant ratio 
from F-IS established the average 
pollutant concentration eiceeded 10% 
ol the fall-quartcT mornings. If any of 
the ihrrr pctllutant concentrations so 
calculated exceeded the corresponding 
National Ambient Air Quality Stan- 
dards, then that city was de6ncd as • 
pollution-sensitive area. 

A few comments on the method aie 
in order. The scatter in the data shown 
in F-14 indicates that the emission rates 
depend on more variables than just 
average population density Possible 
other factors include the type of in- 
dustry found in the various Air Quality 
Control Regions and the different 
degrees of homogeneity in the 
distnbution of industry and population 
within each AQCR. Unfortunately, 
available data does not alkiw morv 
detailed analyses and correlatKins. 

EPA pollution control measures 
probably are moving the curve of F-14 
down lo Itiwer values The use of data 
several vears old may therefore present 
a pessimistic picture. Moreover, the 
contours shown in F-15 represent only 
grofcs nwrteorological patterns, and not 
l(Kal deviations. Our analysis assumed 
the (all quarter would be critical in 
terms of meteorological conditions 
lasorablc for high pollutant con- 
centrations: but some areas may have 
more-critical mereomlogtcal conditiism 
in oiwof the other seasons. 

Source Data—Aircrall: The pollu- 
tant-emission rales for aircraft engines 
were based on an EPA-sponsored 
CoriKll report,'^ It is realized that this 

45 
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f-11    CO EMISSIONS INTO POLLUTION-SENSITIVE AREAS F-S    HC EMISSIONS INTO POLLUTION-SENSITIVE AREAS 
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rcpon don not contain consitient dit» 
for the various engirm. More Accurite 
data is available for tome engines, but 
It is not yet in the public domain. 

T-3 gives the takeoff-and-landing- 
cycle times used in the analyses for ihc 
various cities. These limes differ in 
some respects from the limes m the 
EPA cycle. As explained in the 
preamble to EPA pan 87.13 the EPA- 
cycle laxi times were deliberately 
selected to repment severe airport 
operating condiiions. However, average 
trafTic conditions applied to our study: 
and consequently we reduced taxi times 
by making them proponional to the 
yearly number of operations at the 
airports. We did take the EPA-cycle 
taxi times for Chicago O'Hare Our 
simplification should be replaced, of 
course, by recorded average laxi times 
on the airports in question when such 
data becomes available. 

Meteorologicai data indicate that 
many places experience inversions at 
altitudes below 3000 ft. '0 Mixing of the 
atmosphere only extends to the base of 
Ihc inversions. We therefoie use in- 
version-base altitudes in this study, and 
we reduce the climbout and approach 
limes from ihc EPA cycle limes, which 
were based on a cutoff altitude of 3O0O 
r\. 

Source Data—Autos; Our study used 
l<»72 EPA data'^ for pollutani 
emission rates at a speed of 19.6 mph 
for low-mileage can of various model 
years, together with speed-correclion 
factors (F-161 for the three pollutants of 
interest, and deterioralion factors as a 
function of the age of the vehiclc- 

Bui pollution-emission rates showed 
significant, abrupt roduciions m the 
last few years. This made the use of a 
I*>72 aulo as the average for the in- 
tercity fleet questionable. We con- 
sequently further assumed an age 
distribution for the intercity auio flecl 
F-17 shows this distribution, together 
wilh EPA's age distribution of all autos 
in the US. The age distribution of the 
intercity flcel rested on a simple 
analysis. In view of the uncertainties in 
the derived distribution, a check was 
made for one city pair by using also the 
EPA curve of F-17, Wc found a dif- 
ference in the calculated emission per 
trip of only about 2y^. 

Source Data—Buses: Bus pollutants 
come mainly from exhaust emissions. 
Crank-caie blowby and fuel evapora- 
inn play a negligible role. Diesel buses 
produce relatively low CO arKl HC 
emission levels, NOx being the main 
pollutani 

As before, we took emission data 
from EPA l** However, compared to 
the data for autix. it was very 
rudimentary: only an average emission 

Juiy/Augusi 1975 

T-9    TAKEOFF AND LANOINQ CYCLE TIMES 

DEPARTURE; 
DESTINATION 

YEARIV 
OPERATIONS 

LOCAL 
INVERSION MUGMT 

ICUTOff ALTITuOtI 

TIME IN MODE. MINUTES 

TAXI 
OUT 

TAKE 
Off 

CLIMO 
OUT AI»MOACM 

TAXt 
IN 

NtW VORK 3W.OO0 nas n.3 7 M2 3.H 4.1 

WASHINGTOM 329 97? 2a3a 91 1 2.01 17t 39 * 

CHICAGO Ml.a» 2200 190 1.11 >.n 70 

PORTLAND 7S.5H not 7.i • t.M 3.00 It • 

SAN FRANCISCO 366 766 (MS 101 1.40 2.M 40 

SEATTLE IM.144 TTM 74  • 1 t.iK 1.00 39 • 

OENveft M9.706 36M 103 1 1.M 400 la • 

ATLANTA 43a. 7M 27W 13.0 tm xn 4J 

LOS ANQELES «»3.33a 3oa; 14-6 1 t.S3 2.7t &.« 
tPACVCLE 3000 IfO 7 220 400 70 

• LOWER LIMITS ON TAXI TiMEi 

F.16    EFFECT 
OF SPEED 
ON EMISSIONS: 
AUTOMOBILES 

IWOiL VUM 

CUHVltWini OtVILO*!!] 'MOM TtfTkO* Mt II 

•VtMICLfS    MCINT TUTS WDtCArt THtlH *»MM 

LIT* TO COMTHOLLf C 

XATM.TTIC MV*Cia 

• (UNOOWTM>LL>t» 

AVCRAGE nOUTC SKEO.M^H 

F-TT    AUTOMILEAQE 
DISTRIBUTION VS. AGE 

4^70       4/«8       4/66      4/64 

AGE OF VEHICLE. VEARS 
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rate per mik for an average bus with a 

weighT of 30 loni and a fuel milcAge of 

Smpg- 

Source Data—Trains: An EPA 

report presents only average emstion 

rates collected on three individual 

engines of two lypes.'^ We also used 
data for a third type of engine, as found 

in a Southern Pacific report.'*' 

We were informed by DOT* Trans- 

portation Systems Center that General 

Motors has brought out new fuel in- 

jectors to reduce low-power emissions 

of diesel-electrK locofnotives. To the 

best of our information, however, very 

few locomotives carried the new in- 

jccton in the spring of I'*74 

EPA has given figures for the 

emissions of electric power plants, both 

coal- and oil-fired'^: and we used ihese 

for (he electric trains. 

Source Data—Summary: The reader 

will recognize by now that the 

published emission dau for the four 

modes varies significantly, both in 

detail and in quality. Aircraft-engine 

data suffer from underdeveloped 

measuring techniques Bus data has 

been available in grots terms only. i.e.. 

pollution per mtlc. Diesel-electric 

locomotive data luffcrs from the small 

number of locomotives tested. EPA 
knows these deficiencies and has been 

vigorously working on acquiring and 

publishing better data. 

City-Pair Study; F-ll-13 fchow the 

city pairs studied Of the airplane 
models fkmn between each pair of 

cities, we analyzed only ihe most 

commonly flown model. According to 

the Olficial Airiine Guide this was Ihe 
?27 for four city pairs and the DC-9 (or 

th4 fifth. For oly pairs where another 

model had flight frequcncin similar to 

the leading model's, the other model 

was also analyzed. For New York- 
Washington, this was the 727; for 

Portland-San Francisco, the 737, and 

for Sea tile-Denver and Atlanta-Lm 

Angeles, the DC-8- For diesel-elcclric 

trams.data for the E8 and FP7 engines 

was available, SDP45data was used for 
SDP40 engines. 

The distances travelled through 

pollution-sensitive areas were measured 

on AAA Triptik maps for autos and 

buses. For trains, the distances were the' 
equivalent diantcters of (ho«c cities tif 

pollution sensitive) shown on Ihe train 
schedule. 

Finally, we would emphasize, city- 

pair studies may reveal Urge dif- 
ferrnces in emissions into poMution- 

scnsitive areas for trips with the same 

route miles. This pnmarily depends on 
the extent to which (he routes traverse 

poUution-sensilive regions, Generali/a- 

lien of emission data therefore requires 
targe samples of city pairs. 

F- It    INTERCITY PAMCNOf A TMAPftC: OOmtOH CAfWU«M 

PASSE NGCRS 
IN 

MILLIONS   joo 

'•r AIR (SO   STATE 
' vENPUUMMCHTS) 

- *IR (41   STATE X 
•,t)mGINATlONSr\ ,,' 

19S0 IMS IMO IMS 1*70 

YEAR END 

PASSENGER   MILES 

Service aad EcoMomfc CompariMiM 

Besides environmental compatibility 

and cnerg) efficiency, it is just as 
miportani to consider service offered 

and (he pnce-quality relationships 

associated with service Transportation 

policy will continue to he determined by 

(he public desire for mobility, but it will 

be tempered by Ihe need lor consistency 

with other national interests. 

Intercity Traf^V; F-18 shows the 

htstortcal intercity passenger tratTtc 

split among the three comn>on-carrier 

modes in terms of both passengers 
earned "-22 and revenue passenger 
miles-17-20.23.24 Bus travel has 

remained essentially constant since 

WW  11. Travel by air has increased 

1956 I960 

VEAR CND 

subttanlialty. (Jnlil recently, train 

travel showed a continual decrease in 

both passengers carried and passenger 

miles. Am Irak data indicates some 

reversal in that trend in (he past two 

years. 

Passenger traffic by (rain is normally 
shown in twti categories, commutation 

and other than conimuiation. 

depending on whether (ickels were 

bough( in ticket books or as single 

tickets. The latter group includes both 

suburban and intercity passengers. 

Data Irom Association of American 
Railroads publications20.21 and from 

(he Doyle Report^^ indicate (hat about 

50-niillion suburban single tickets are 
sokj each year  The lower Irain-traMc 
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F-10    1972 MODAL DISTRIBUTION BY RANQE 

NRCENT 
Of PCRSOW 
TRIPS 

Ol_ 331 c-c cc 

3003M        40&S99        a0&799        KtyMgt      1000-1999    300(K)VEfl 

ROUND TRrP ROUTE DISTANCE. STATUTE MILES 
C-C-COMMON CARRIERS 

fERCtNT 
OF PERION 
TRIPS 

200 399        400 S99        SOO 799 800 999       1000 1999    ?00OOVER 

ROUND TRIP ROUTE DISTANCE  STATUTE MILES 

cunrc in F-18 excrudcs these singly- 
ticketed luburhan tmvrWv. 

Averaije iniercity (rip lengths give an 
indication ol the travel markcl served 
by e»ch of the common-carrier modes. 
Average Inp length, valculatcd from 
mlercity tmffic data, runs about "XW 
miles for air travel and 200 250 miles 
for train passengers, cicluding 
suburban tr»veler%70.2.1 Passenger 
Iripi on CUM I. II and III iniercily 
buses average about "^0 miles, whereas 
trip* on Class I buses average just over 
100 miles. 

National Travel Survey data shov^n 
in F-I<) tend to confirm the market 
distribution indicated by average trip 
length, 2!"  This  data   aKo   shows   the 

July/Augtist 1975 

trrn)cndous. obvious dcpcrwlence of our 
society on ihe aulo tor intercity 
passenger transportation Bus trans- 
portation appeals printarily In the 
short-distance traveler, and air 
dominates the common-carriage 
market at all but the shortest trip 
distances. It shouU also be noted thai 
at the shorter ranges air lakes a 
MgntrK-ani common-carrier share of 
intercity passengers 

Being based on surveys of 24.000 
households, these data are subject to 
some statistical variability And they 
eicludc round trips under 200 miles, 
thus omitting at least some of the bus 
and train intercity traffic. Nevertheless, 
they indicate general traveler attitudes 

towiid the intercity pasicnter modes. 
Tbe National Travel Surwy aho 

colk»:ted family inctnne and trip 
purpose data, as shown in F-20. A 
comparison of the modal distribution 
of family income with that for the total 
survey sample, shown in the righi-hand 
column, iftdicates that lower-ittconve 
families tend lo chooic the bus ktt 
common-carriage transportation Since 
F-19 indicated that the bus attracted 
the short-dtilancv traveler, it it unclear 
which, trip ctmi at trip dbtance. or a 
combination of the two. principally 
motivates bus travel Similarly, it would 
appear from the two figures (hat air 
attracts a higher percentage of Ihe 
high-family-income and.'or long- 
distance travelers than Ihe other two 
common-carrier modes Income 
distribution of train travelers appean 
reasonably consistent with total 
distribution. The business traveler in 
fhc National Travel Survey accounts for 
a larger percentage going by air and 
train than that indicated by Ihe tolal 
survey sample On the other hartd. 
pleasure trips seem to dominate the bus 
mode in the National Travel Survey. 

Service Factors; F-21 shows average 
annual system load factor for the three 
common-carrier modes, "*-2j-*^"2' 
Data for air and bus lake the form of 
Ihe ratio of revenue passenger miles lo 
available seat miles. We lacked suf- 
ficient information on train trsfTK to 
determine separately commuter and 
intercity system load factors Thus. F- 
Sl's train load factors do not compan 
directly with air and bus Train load 
factors, moreover, take the form of the 
ratio of the average number of 
passengers per car to the average 
number of salable seals per car. based 
on averages calculated from the year- 
end passenger rail fleci. and thus 
Ignoring any difTcrerKe^ in uliltution 
among the various kinds of cars 

Load factor should ntM be considered 
an absolute measure of comparative 
efTWiency with which the modes use 
their available transportation re- 
sources Equipment availability, 
scheduling over complex route fiei- 
works or along fixed right-of-way. 
public-service (.ibligations. adherence lo 
published schedules, and other con- 
siderations determine (o i large eileni 
the number of available seat miles. 
These considerations, together with the 
obligation to meet peak-season and 
peak-hour demands, may preclude 
precise tailoring of equipment size to 
each route segment 

Historical evolution of Ihe service 
levels offered by the three common- 
carrier modes closely parallels Ihe 
intercity passenger trafTic trends Bolh 
bus arwl air offer service over eidensfvc 
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F-20   MODAL DISTRIBUTION FACTORS: 1tr2 
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F.21    SYSTEM 
LOAD FACTORS 

LOAD melon. \ 

r- THAIN IINIGHCITV kCOMMUIERI 

F-23   ROUTE MILES 2tD, 
SERVED IN PASSENGER }. 
OPERATIONS ' 

ROUT! STATUTC 
MILES.   TMOUSAMOS 

IMS IWO IVSa 1«»0 tMS 1970 

YtAR END 

Rctworkt (F-22). in all teclions of the 
U.S.18-23 Rail paj^n^r service hai 

(timtnished considerably in Ihe past two 

dccadn. reiultmg in quiic limited 

doniesiic U S. ctweragc. especially for 

North-South travel in the western half 
t»f the country 20 A* a rcsuli. travel by 

train in many sections must rollmt' 

much more circuitous routes than 

travel by the other modes. Comparison 

of the rail passenj[rr network to the 

total mainline rail network reveals how 

little the passenger service exercises the 

total available track, and also ittdicalcs 

A poicniial for near-term I ram im- 

provenwnt through service over more 

direct routes.' 

F-2.1 compares the safely records of 

the lour intercity passen^ter nuxlcs. 

nwasurcd in ternn of the passenger 

fatality rate per lOO-million passeoft^r alMy 

k's-2S These data indicate thai the 

safety recordv of the ihrcc conmion- 

carrier modes have been nrlattvcly 

comparable over the pasi decade, and 

that aulo safety appears to be im- 

provin);. although its falalily rate 

remains higher than the common- 

earner. 

System Economics: F-24 summarizes 

Twei»l financial perfoeniance of the 

three common-carrier nnxles. Data lor 

air include ihc passenger and cargo 

operations ol Ihc domcslic trunk 

carriers in scheduled service " Bus 

data represents Class t intefcity 

companies.'** Rail passenger service 

means Class I railroad system costs 

based on Inierslalc Conimerce 
Commission cost-allocation proce- 

dures.'''•'Ofhey include both intercity 
and commulcr rail passenger 

operations Total passenger system 

revenue fi»r railroads includes, besides 
passenger lares, mail and express 

Passengers are the principal revenue 

source lor both the domestic trunk 

airtines and the Class I buses, and 

account for a large part of Amtrak 

revenues as well Both air and bus have 

maintained positive net operating 

inconie during the period shown, while 

rail passenger service, including 

Anitrak operations, has seen negative 

net operating income in Ihc same 

period. Amtrak revenues rcpreseni less 

than twtvihinJs ol its total operating 

onisin Wri 
While the average passenger yields of 

both frain and bus have increased m 

recent years. F-25A sb(*ws that boih 

remain subslanlially below the average 

passenger vieW ol the domestic air 
carriers,'^'8.20 (As used here, "ytcid" 

n)cans the average revenue per 

passenger nule. and is irwlicative of the 
average fare assix'ialed with each 

nnxlc t F-2SB  compares   ihe ratio of 



136 

total oprratini; cml to revenue passen- 
ger niilc« lor Atnrrak. CIOM I but 
operators, and the domestic trunk air 
carriers l'.IK.20 

F-24 and F-2S indicate that fare 
polkricv or hiMh ihc Jir ami hus modes 
•re hascd on a lull-cos I-recover) 
philint^ti). Intercity pa^\cnf;rr trains, 
however, appear to (i(>crale »ith 
ptfSMrniter lares ^uhstanli^ilK helo* 
iull'Cmi recovery.?^ and )ield increases 
ol al least 50% appear neccssar>- to 
provide lull-cost recover*. This 
presuntcs Ihat opcraliri)! charges paid 
h> Amtiak lor the use of privatelv 
owned rail rinhis-of.wav would con- 
tinue a( ihesaiitc loci. 

In puttinit the ccononiic ptclurv in 
perspective, it should he ptuntcd out 
Ihat tram data include coKti. associaied 
with ownership, operation, and 
maintenance ol'ihe privately owned rail 
righls-of-way- Boih vtrlines and buses 
use facilities prcdominaniK publicly 
owned However, airline operatinjt c«»ts 
include landint; lees and lease and 
renlal char|{es ass^Kiaieil with the use 
of airport tacililies. and the operating 
costs tor the bus cooipanies include 
both stale and Federal taxes. *hich 
conipenvate Tor costs of hi|{hwav 
deveUipnieni, operation, and main- 
tenance Also, under the existing 
concept of user taxation. Federal costs 
associated with the deselopmcni ot 
airports and airiratTtc contr<>J and 
navifcaiion facilities used t<> the airlines 
arc funded from ihc Aviation Trust 
Fund The income of this Fund 
prvdnniinanlly conies from excise taics 
levied on the airline passcoRcr, As a 
result ot such differences, it is dilTicuti 
lo develop directly comparable 
financial information for the three 
comniiincarrier modes. 

Trip Time: Prohabl> the most int- 
portani tompjraiive criteria lor the 
passenger arc ihe lime and cost 
associated with intercity travel F-3f» 
compares trip iinie amtMig the modes, 
based on detailed analvscsof iwx'lve city 
pairs. 

The en route travel times lor com- 
mon carriers reflect published 
Khcdulcs-^'^3 over routes yield ing 
shortest travel tmn' Access times for 
airports arc based on public schedules 
of airport limousines or buses ninning 
to Ihe city centers -^ Airport terminal 
linie lor check-in, b;i^gagi.' claim, etc. 
was jssuii>ed to fn- -W minutes tor alt 
cily pairs. For buses and irains. it was 
assumed thai Uxal access time plus 
linK a-quired within the terminal at 
hrth ends ol the trip would total 4S 
minutes for aW oty pairs. Bus or tram 
tnvel includes no iin»c allowances lor 
nnl i» meal stops 

JnhMuguu J17S 
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We selected two sets of assumpitom 
(o bound auto rriplimes. 

tn the first. Iravcl time conesponds 
lo intercity time and distance dala-*^ 
consistent w ith highway speeds 
prevailing before imptisition of the 
national 55fiiph spe«l limit Icon- 
sidcrcd bv many as indicatise of current 
driving habits in many areas). These 
prevailing speed data also assume the 
motorist drives 3 maximum of 12 hr per 
day. plus two rest slops ol !5 nun each 
and A lunch break of 4S min. and 
makes an overnight stop afler 12 hr of 
driving unless only an httur or so 
remains to complete the trip 

In the scsornl case, intercity driving 
lin)es and distances reflect the impact 
ol the national SS-niph speed limit and 

ci     )M«    itji     nn 
YEAR tNO 

a drivmjj time off* hr per day. with ttie 
same assumptions lor rest and meal 
stops plus an overnight slop alter K hr 
of driving. 

F-2h indicates only small irip-linic 
differences lor all modes below 
distances <vj 200 250 miles. For travel 
beyond 2fO miles, trip linics by tvus and 
train appear esscnltally equal Dif- 
ferent bighwas and rail ctmditions and 
(he eircuily of the particular highwav 
and rail routes create small differences 
Irom city pair to oty pair TIK at- 
tractiveness of the air mode increase* 
significanllii as intercily distances 
tvecomc larger Tnp tinves by aiHo 
mughly eqiMl those ot rail and bus but 
only it one axsunvs 12 hours ol driving 
per day at  previously   prevailing high 



137 

F-25    COMMON-CAftMIER SYSTEM ECONOMICS 

IIM      H?l      Wt 
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speeds. Trips ba^ed on 8 hr of driving 
per day al ipcedi not exceeding ihe 
nitional SS-mph limit lake about twice 
u lon)t a,\ by rail and bus. 

Source Data—Trip Coitii We 
compared intercity inp coits—for a 
single traveler and for a family of four 
*ilh children 10 and 12 years of ajfc— 
ba\cd on trip linnr. common-earner 
fares, and a«umptu>n\ on auto driving 
CMis and the cn^lt of nicJl% and 
kidKin){. AUo wc indicate the effect of 
plarinii a monetary value or time. 

T-4 outlines the a%iumptioni made 
for ctJninHin-carrier tripv. Individual 
fares mean c(tach•cla.^^ sen ice in \prinii 
irf 1974. Family farci reflect the family 
plant of airliner. Greyhound, and 
Amirak. Coach•(.•la\i train service i* 
prubahly the movt appropriate 
assumption for train travel under 12 hr. 
Kir\i-tlaM service with sleepinjf ac- 
conmuxlalions \\ probably the more 
appropriate auumption for longer 
trips: »e assunic firsl-clasi ticket* plus 
charjses for two bedrooms. 

T.4    TRIP-COST ASSUMPTIONS FOR COMMON CARRIERS 

Factor AlrM Bu«31 Coach First Class 

Fare tor family ol 4 3 67 X single 3,5 X single 3 % single. AMTRAK quotes 
Local access Published limousine 

or bus tare 
S3 00 for Single 
W 50<orlamily 

As tor bus As tor bus. 

Meals NofiKliacost Single   ti JOper hou'. 
$12 OOoer day ma» , 
family   3 1 Single 

As for bus As for bus 

Lodging None None or W5 00 
perni^ht 

None AMTRAK charge 
for two bedrooms 

T-5    AUTO-TRIP COST ASSUMPTIONS 
See text tor case conditions 

Faclar 
Operating cost per mile 
Auto speed limit 
Driving hours per day 
Lodging cost per mgbl 

Single 
Family 

Meals cost per hr/max per day 
Single 
Family 

—T?"0  
55mph 

8hr 

" BT  
Prevailing state limit 

12hr 

$1 20/1200 
$3.60/36 00 

Cases 
—n— 

Prevailing state limit 
I2hr 

S1O0O 
$14,00 

$0 80'8 00 
$2 40'24 00 
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Travel costs for common cairieri 
mainly rtflcci potted fares. Travel costs 
for prKalc autns are nnl io straight- 
forward. They depend on the traveler's 
perception of auto operating; ct»ts. hit 
driving plan (spcerf and number of 
hours driving per day), overnight 
lod^inf! rales, and nical costs, T-5 
describes three sets of conditions for 
autns 

Basic autontobile data conte front i 
DOT report of early 1974 that analym 
the total cost of operating a car over a 
ten-year. 100.000-mi. hfetimc.-" While 
the report focuses on costs associated 
with operating a slandard-si/e cor in a 
Baltimore. Md.. suburb, the results 
probably come near national averages. 

Automobile operating costs used in 
Case I of T-S average 15.9 cents per 
mile and iiKludc depreciation, repairs 
and maintenance, replacement tires, 
replacement accessories, ^solmc. oil. 
insurance, garage, parVin^ and lotk. 
registration, and titling. 

Case 2 includes only costs directly 
concerned with the operation of the 
auto. i.e.. clearly mileage- or rrip- 
related, such as repairs and main- 
tenance, replacement tires, gasoline, 
oil. tolls, and some parking fees. These 
costs, averaging 8.1 cents per mile, 
descri'bc the most likely lovkcr bound of 
the actual cost of operating a family- 
siic auto in intercity travel. 

Neither Case 1 nor 2. however, 
necessarily describes *hal the traveler 
perectvcs as his out-iM-pocket auto 
operating costs, vt hich may include only 
incremental, trip-related costs, such as 
gas. oil and tolK. We anempt such a 
description in our Case ^ lor which vie 
assume operating costs of 4.3 cents per 
mile 

The automobile trip cost com- 
parisons describe three distinct driver 
and trip philosophies Automobile 
operating costs were assumed to be the 
same for a single traveler or lor a famtly 
of four. For Cases 1 and 2. the cost of 
toixl and lodging vn\ assumed to be the 
same as thcwe assumed for bus and 
tram travel, and reflects conditions 
representative of many of the hotels, 
motels, and restaurants which tiould be 
cncoonlcred vihcn tra^cthng between 
the selected citv patrs. Case ^ assumes 
austere choices to illustrate the effect of 
a lower budget in travel. 

Trip Cost Contparisons: F-27A 
displays resuhv lor the three auto cases 
Trip costs differ by a factor of .1 to I 

For the single traveler, placing no 
monetary value on time, F-27B shows 
comparable trip costs tor air af»d 
coach-class-train travel. Bus costs are 
lowest among the common carriers at 
all ranges The relationship between 
trip   cost   by   auto   and   by   common 

My/Auguu 1975 

F-27    TRIP-COST COMPARISONS 
A. Ettact of cost factors on •utomobllt trip ocwt: 
Slngt* travalst pisclnfl no valus on lima. 

AUTO • S5 MPH. a HOURS 
DRIVING. COST - ISM^MI 

!-•• 

- AUTO • miVAILIIIfG SKCDS. 
12 HR DRIVING. 
COST -1.14411 

y s 
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B. Modal eompirtaon: SIngI* Iravtiar placing no valua on tima. 

,- TRAINCOACH 

I 250 WD TSO        tOOO       IKO       IMW       1750      7000       2»0      IMO 
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carrier depends on the traveler's 
perception of operating costs and his 
desired comfort. It he recogni/ps onU 
out-of-p«x.-kcI auto costs and accepts 
austere lodging and nKals. he finds the 
auto Ihe lowcsl-priccil intercity travel 
mode in trips up to about 750 miles 
long 

In many cases, both tnp tinie and 
cost an^ect a traveler's selcstion of 
mode One technique for combining 
the two considera tions assigns a 
monetary value to linw. Our studv took 
Vi-50 per hour for the first K hr of each 
24 hr peti«l (F 27C) IS52 per day ot 

Si.V500 annually). Case .1 autonuibilc 
costs arc not shown in F.27C reflecting 
Ihe assumption thai the driver who 
sacrifices comfort lor coM would 
prob:iblv not place a monetary value on 
hts time' 

For the single traveler who places a 
monetary value on lime (F-27C). air 
becomes the most attractive mode 
rhroiighout the Inp-length spectrum. 
Apphing a value on time is probably 
most appropriate for business travcler%. 
However, considerable evidence exists 
that other types i>f travelers also tend to 
select a faster nnidc in proportion lo 
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F-2T    TRIF-COST COHPARISONS (continu«d from pr«vlOu« p*g«) 

C. Modal eompcrtton: fthtgl* lrav*l«r valuing time it M.SO par hour. 

I »0        MM        no       1000      1390      IMO      I no      1000      tXK 
oca*)    © ©   ®©   ©  ©     ®      ® 

INTf nClTV OltTANCU. ONIAT Clf)CLI-*T*TUTE WILES 

0. Medal compartoon: FamHy ol tour ploclng no vtiuo en IMM. 
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mnwiTv msTiUKEt. OMAT CIKCLE -STATUTE HUES 

their income, even for pleasure and 
vacation travel. 

F-27D iMusiraiei the inDdal 
relationthtpi for rrsvel by a family of 
four under a variety of assumptiont 
The compariionv place no monetary 
value on lime. For low coit- the auto 
clearly prevails over all ranges, the 
advantage being substantial if the 
family coniiden only oul-of-pockct 
costs. Coach-clasi train travel and 
travel by but without overnight lodging 
arc approkimately equal eicepi where 
lignifkanl differences in circuity occur. 
Air costs are highest for families 
desirinfi austere intercity travel. 

If the family desires a comfort more 
nearly comparable to air travel, how- 
ever, different asiumptions must be 
used to describe the ground modes. 
Train trips would include firsl-class 
sleeper accommodations, bus trips 
would be interrupted by overnight stops 
to provide sleeping accommodations, 
atid Case 2 would best describe auto 
travel- Under these circumstances, the 
auto still delivers the lowest-cost trip at 
all ranges. Among the common 
carrien. buses appear preferable at 
intercity distances less than 800 mi., 
with air becoming most attractive at 
distances exceeding 1200 mi. 

Although not shown here, inclusion 
of the $6.50 value of time has two 
principal effects- First, it reduces 
substantially the difference between 
auto and air: and secwtd, among the 
common carrien. i( eitends air at- 
tractiveness to as low as SOO mi. 

ConctvdlBf Ronarin 

The recent surge in energy con- 
vrvation. iransporialion planning, and 
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trintportation policy devtlopmrnl 
motivates the wide internt in travel 
behavior. To evaluate traniportation 
altemativei. the planner needi, we 
believe, an understanding of the four 
n)odes and thi» h»\ proven hard lo 
come by. Our study advances what we 
bchevc lo be a common starting point 
for coniparisoni. 

It ii based on (he premise than an 
undemanding of the modes ai a 
specific ntoment in lime would help to 
establish methods of comparison which 
could be adapted to comparative 
evaluations of future transportation 
alternatives Admittedly, wc have 
treated only a limited number of trans- 
portation facets. F-28 pictures the 
many facets that should be considered 
in transportation planning, if not at 
equal weighting. 

As lo the larger and commanding 
problem of matching the modes lo the 
nation's transportation needs, ihc 
planiKT must consider such factors as 
potential for improvements, financial 
and tesource requirements, operating 
and maintenance rcquirenKnts. and 
the environment. He must ensurr thai 
each mode is a system by itself, yet 
integrated with the others. Moreover, 
he must permit each nnxle the 
maximum opportunity lo improve its 
efficiency. Then efficiency and service 
will more dcierminislically describe 
each mode's share of the fulunr 
transportation market. 

I "Intercity Passenger Coniparisofl 
Data. Service and Economic Com- 
parisons.' D6 4I8I4. Vol. I, The 
B<ieing Commercial Airplane Co.. Mav 
1975. 

2. "intercity Passenger Comparison 
Data. Energy Comparisons." D^• 
41814. Vol 2, The Boemg Commercial 
Airplane Co.. Mav ]1iy 

3. "Iniercily Passenger Comparison 
Data. Emission Comparison." Oft- 
41814. Vol 3. The BtKing Commercial 
Airplane Co. Jan  |97S 

4. Nutter. Robert D . "A Perspective 
of Transportation Fuel Economy," The 
Mitre Corp.. MTP.3%.Apnl 1974 

5 "Project Independence Report," 
Federal Energy Administration. 
November 1974, 

6. CoHjiimiT Krpttrtt. Consumers 
Union. Apnl 1974 

7. Rice. R. A.. "System Energy as a 
Factor in Considering Future Trans- 
portation." ASME paper 7(J.WA/Ener 
8 Dec  1970 

H Miller. M P , and Schoti. G J . 
•"Energy EWtciencs of Current Intercity 
Passenger Transportation Modes," 
AIAA Prepnni No 75.314. Feb. I97S, 

9. "Air Ou*>>ty *"<! Emission 
Trends Annual Report." The National 
Air Monitoring Program. Vol 11. EPA- 
4SO/1-7.1-00I b. Aug. I97.r 

10. Holzworth. George C. "Mixing 
Height. Wind Speed, and Potential for 
Urban Air Pollution Throughout the 
Contiguous L'niied States." Division of 
Meteorology, EPA, Jan   1972- 

11 "County and City Data Book. A 
Statistical Abstract Supplement." US. 
Department of Commerce. 1972. 

12. Bogdan. L. and McAdams. H. 
T.. "Analysh of Aircraft Exhaust 
Emission Measuremenis." Cornell 
Aeronautical Laboraioty. Inc.. CAL 
No. NA 5007-Kl. Oct. 1Q7I 

1.V "Cofitrol ot Air Pollution From 
Ainrraft and Aircraft Engines." En- 
vironmental Protection Agency. 
Federal Register. Volume 36. No. 136. 
Title40. Chapter 1. Part 87, July I9?3, 

14 "Compilation of Air Pollutant 
Emission Factors." Environmental 
Protection Agency. AP42 Sec Ed , 
April 1973 

15, "Exhaust Emissions from 
Uncontrolled Vehicles and Related 
Equipment Using Internal Combustion 
Engines. Part i. Loconiotive Dicsd 
Engines and Marine Counterparts." 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
EPA Report. APTD 1490. Oct   1972 

l^ "Repon on Exhaust Emissions 
of Selected Railroad Diesel 
IjKonioiives." Southern Pacific Trans- 
portation Co.. Mar  1972 

17 Air Trumpntl 1974—Facii end 
Figurri. Air Transport Association, 
1974 

18 Bui Facti. National Auoeialion 
ofMotor Bus Oners. May 1974 

19 frvHsponaiion Stamria in thr 
Uiiittii Siaivi. Intcntaie Commerce 
ComnnssKio 

20 SiaimK\ t»l Railraadi of Ctati /, 
Assocuiion of American Railroads. 
Aug. 1974 

21 Y*arhn<tk of Hai/mad Facts. 
Association of American Railroads. 

22 "National Transportation 
Policy." Senate Committee on In- 
lerstatcand Foreign Commerce, Jan 3. 
1*11 

2.V HanJhtmti nl Airiim- Siatislict. 
Civil AeronautiL's Biiard 

24 Oixraring Sialattcs. Association 
of American Railroads 

25. "1972 Census of Trans- 
portation—National Travel Survey." 
U S. Deparlmeni of Commerce. 
Bureau of the Census. September 1973 

2t>- "Transportation Facts and 
Trends." Tfan\popnaiitwi Association of 
America. Oct 1973, 

27 Siatitiiit lit Railmad Paisrifgrr 
Srrxiir, Association of American 
Railroads. 19S«. 

28. AccidfMt Fuels. National Salety 

Council. t*73 
29. "Report to the Congrea on the 

Rail Passenger Service Act of I973." 
U.S. Department of TransportatkMi. 
July 1974 

30. Official AirHnr Cuidi^—North 
Amrncan Edition. Reuben H. Don- 
nelleyCo..Mav 1974 

31 Russrils Oftictal Motor Ccwc* 
CcNff. Russdl's Guide rnc.. April 
1974 

32 "AMTRAK All-Amerkan 
Schedules." AMTRAK Timetables. 
November 1974. 

33- Thptiks. American Aulomobite 
Association. 

34. "Cost of Operating an 
Automobile." U.S. Oepanment of 
Transportation. 1974. • 



141 

Mr. RooNET. Thank you, Mr. Webb. 
Mr. Currey. 
Mr. CuBRET. Mr. Chairman, my name is Fred Currey. I am chair- 

man of the Board of Continental Trailways, the Nation's second 
largest intercity bus company. We are licensed to provide regular 
route, charter, and express service in 42 States. Our company serves 
13,000 communities and in 1975 we transported more than 23 million 
passengers. 

I would request the Chairman to include in the record the study 
"Amtrak, Yesterday. Today, and Tomorrow," that was prepared 
under the sponsorship of Continental Trailways and Eastern 
Airlines. 

Mr. RooNET. I want to commend you for it, because it is very 
interesting. 

Mr. CDHBET. Thank you, sir. 

STATEMENT OF FEED CUREEY 

Mr. CURREY. I would like to make a few informal remarks with 
respect to a number of graphs that are in the study [see "Amtrak. 
Yesterday, Today, and Tomorrow" p. 146], but before doing so, I 
would like to make it clear that our position is not to argue the merits 
or the relative merits of bus and rail service. 

I am here personally because I have a deep belief that business- 
men who specialize in certain areas of commerce in this country 
owe it to themselves, the country, and the Congress to communicate 
freely and openly with respect to their particular area of expertise 
and in doing so, this study is a part of our effort. 

I will turn to the graphs. The first graph I would like to focus 
on is one that shows that the Amtrak system deficits in fiscal 1975 
reached $20 per passenger. Consistently throughout, each graph 
clearly shows operating deficits that are offset by subsidies, not 
capital deficits. That is consistent throughout the entire presentation. 
So when you see red it is an operating deficit that is offset by subsidy. 

This particular graph. I think, is important because it shows the 
increase in the amount of deficit from 1972, when it was roughly $9 
per passenger, to the $20 level. 

I think it is also important to note that the level of fares charged 
to the passenger back in 1972 was rouffhlv equal to the deficit that 
is covered by the taxpayer, whereas in 1975, the amount of the deficit 
covered by the taxpayer was in excess of the revenue or the fares 
charged to the passenger. 

The other way of making the same statement is that payments by 
taxpayers far exceeded the fares paid by Amtrak riders. Here we 
have used some particular Amtrack routes as examples. On the 
Ohicago-Dubuque route, the fare is $9.75 and the deficit covered by 
the taxpaver is $48 77. On the Chicaaro-Miami route, you have a 
taxpayer deficit of $338 for each passenger traveling on that route 
and you have the fare-pavinir passenger pavin<r $74. the total cost 
obviously beina' the sum of the $74 and the $338—the red in thle 
chart consistently bein.T the cost paid bv the taxpaver. and the black 
in the charts consistently being the amount paid by the fare-paying 
passenger. 
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I think the important thing to note here is that for every dollar 
the passenger pays in this Chicago to Dubuque run, the taxpa;^er 
pays $5. For every dollar paid by the fare passenger in the Florida- 
Chicago route, the taxpayer pay $4.57. 

Mr. RooNEY. Who has the San Francisco-Bakersficld route? 
Mr. CuRKEY. I will be able to show you in just a couple of minutes 

the San Francisco-Bakersfield, if I may hold that question for a 
moment. 

Mr. RODNEY. Yes. 
Mr. CuHREY. Amtrak—well, incidentally, all of the data presented 

herein about Amtrak is based on Amtrak's own public disclosures. 
These are Amtrak's figures, not our figures. 

They represent operating costs and the Amtrak system divides 
typically tneir route segments into short-haul route segments, long- 
haul route segments, and the Northeast Corridor. 

Amtrak's short-haul routes are its biggest losers. We are cate- 
gorizing the losses here in cents per revenue-passenger mile, 1 pas- 
senger traveling 1 mile. The loss in the short haul routes is in excess 
of 14:^2 cents and the loss in the long-haul routes is around 8 cents 
per revenue-passenger mile, and, incidentally, these long-haul routes 
together constitute approximately 60 percent of Amtrak's total over- 
all cash loss. The loss in the Northeast Corridor is approximately 6 
cents per revenue-passenger mile. 

But I think it is important to note that that loss has quadrupled 
from 114 cents in Fiscal Year 1973 to slightly above 6 cents in Fiscal 
1975. 

Now, you asked about the San Francisco-Bakersfield route, and 
it is fact that there are no Amtrak routes that are immune from 
heavy losses. 

Now, this chart shows the total cost in the column where you see 
the red in, providing 100 passenger miles on each of Amtrak's 
routes. You don't see the intermediate points, Mr. Chairman, from 
Chicago to Los Angeles, but Chicago to Los Angeles is a particular 
route of Amtrak's. 

Now, we are presenting this chart because you may wonder, look- 
ing here, what constitutes each of these and this is, in fact, what 
constitutes those total figures that are made up there. 

For San Francisco-Bakersfield, by way of further explanation of 
this chart, the total cost for each 100 passenger miles, San Francisco 
to Bakersfield, is $44. The amount of that total cost that is paid by 
ticket-payinj? passengers is $6. So for every 100 passenger miles you 
have a $38 deficit that is made up by the taxpayer. Have I answered 
your question ? 

yir. RooNEY. Yes. 
Mr. CtunEY. That is the record of San Francisco-Bakeisfield for 

the fiscal year 1975. 
I move to the Northeast Corridor and allow me one additional 

example, because T think it spenks to a maior issue that is frequently 
being obscured. In the New York-l'hiladelphia corridor, the tot-al 
cost is $13.70 for everv 100 passenn^er miles. The fare paid toward 
that c/>st has been $4.75, but that $4.75 is now out of date because 
Amtrak has cut fares 25 percent, so that the $4.75 figure shown will 
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be 25 percent less than that for fiscal 1976 and the deficit, of course, 
will be commensurately larger. 

I mention that, because that is a route where Gre^yhound and 
Trailways are in direct competition with Amtrak, but it is difficult 
for us in the environment in which we operate to function with that 
type of competition. 

When one is involved in a losing business operation, a critical 
factor is, "Can it break even?" And I have been involved in some 
losing operations. Amtrak essentially can not break even at maxi- 
mum load factors. 

The maximum attainable load factor on a year-round basis is 
about 70 to 75 percent. This is because traffic, for example, goes 
predominantly to Florida at one time and returns predominantly 
from Florida at one time. So the theoretical maximum you can 
operate a transportation system is 70 or 75 percent, and I think that 
is also pointed out by Greyhound. 

So if you used this as the base, you can see that on the system as a 
whole it is absolutely inconceivable for Amtrack to ever break even, 
because the break-even factor is just far above the theoretically 
possible. 

The same is true on the long haul, the short haul, in the Northeast 
Corridor. It is just about theoretically impossible that Amtrak will 
break even. 

Now, in preparing this analysis from Amtrak's figures, we have 
not accrued any incremental additional costs for either attracting or 
servicing the passengers, and I think all of the transportation people 
here will assure you that, when you attract additional passeners, 
there are in fact incremental costs. So we looked at it on a veryf 
conservative basis and if it were looked at on a more objective 
basis, those break-even factors would be off the chart. 

Now, another critical factor that I think was suggested here earlier 
is that Congress, in fact the Government, is dependent on Amtrak's 
estimates to make public policy, to make a rational transportation 
policy for the entire industry, both surface and air transportation 
industry. I think it is important that we understand that Amtrak's 
projection versus the actual deficits have widened from 1973, with 
a 14 percent error, to 1975 when the error was 32 percent. I oaji 
assure you the margin of error allowed me by our directors is a whole 
lot less than 14 percent. 

In viewing the critical issue of public convenience and necessity, 
and I quite agree with the earlier remarks made that economics is 
not the whole story, we are in the public convenience and necessity 
business. We are a public service corporation and we have a keen 
recosmition of that fact. 

Now, viewing the public convenience and necessity issue, I think 
it is important to understand the intercity motorbus industry serves 
15.000 cities and towns across the United States. T think it is im- 
portant to understand there are approximately 485 airports that are 
served bv the airline indnstrv. and I think it is important to under- 
stand that there are 444 cities that are served bv Amtrak, those 
appearing on this chart, phii^ obviously the connecting routes. 

Now, with respect to public convenience and necessity, and with 
respect to a rational transportation policy, I would emphasize two 

U-0<4 O - IS - 11 
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factors. Fii-st, each city served by Amtrak is served by the inter- 
city motor bus industry. Most cities served by Amtrak are served 
by the airline industry. 

Second, the very critical public convenience and necessity issue is 
"frequency of service". Each city sei'ved by Amtrak is served more 
frequently by the intercity bus industry and airlines combined than 
served by Amtrak. 

Now, there is a critical factor here that is sometimes obscured. That 
is, the mobility of the American people. Ridei-ship on Amtrak 
cannot increase without massive increases in frequency of service. 
But to provide those increases in frequency of service efficiently, one 
simply cannot do so with the bulk that is constituted by a traiit 
and that is the strength within the transportation mode^ of the 
intercity motor bus, because we can have one vehicle with a cost of 
$85,000 to $90,000 operated by one man that is, in fact, the most 
efficient, measured in terms of fuel or emissions, or out-of-pocket 
dollars, in providing America with mobility. The public convenience 
and necessity business is the one we are in. 

Pointing to the public convenience and necessity, of all passenger 
traffic carried by commercial carriei-s, Amtrak is carrying approxi- 
mately 5 percent of the passengers carried. 

So here is public convenience being served. Our absolute costs 
are critical in analysis of where each of three primary modes, and 
the automobile, I might add, fits into the transportation complex. 

We think it is interesting to view the difference in the total operat- 
ing expenses measured to view the difference in the total operating 
expenses measured in terms of cents per passenger-mile by Amtrak 
as opposed to the bus industry, roughly related across this line 
[pointing] and compared to the airline industry, roughly across 
this line. 

The airline industry actua-lly has lower operating costs per reve- 
nue passenger-mile than does Amtrak. 

In fiscal 1975 Amtrak went to about li%, 14.8 cents per revenue 
passenger-mile tottal operating expenses and the bus industry was 
up about 10 percent and the airline industry it is my understanding 
was up 12 percent. 

Another real factor that one sees from this graph, and T am sorry 
the otker folks can not see it, but it is that you see a steady business- 
man effort to offset costs with revenue and the same in the airline 
industry. 

YoM see no such policv with respect to Amtrak. You see almost 
schizophrenic behavior with respect to deficits and the fares paid by 
the passengers. 

Here you see the rate charged the passensrer from 5.5 cents a mile 
up to 6.3, but total operating costs going from 10.1 cents a mile to 
14.5 cents a mile. 

This kind of behavior in the marketplace causes all kinds of 
misallocation of resources. 

Two other factors that have been mentioned, and Mr. Webb men- 
tioned them, that are interwoven with public convenience and neces- 
sity, are full efficiency and the evironmental considerations that are 
neceesary to be considered in the transportation policy. 
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What this graph d&picts is fuel efficiency which is typically 
measured in the transportation industry by passenger-statute miles 
per gallon of fuel. 

Now, fuel efficiency is not a mystery in the transportation business. 
It is an index of the type of vehicle, the occupancy in the vehicle, 
the circuity of the vehicle, what route it takes getting from origina- 
tion to destination, and the speed of the vehicle and the length of 
trips. It is not a mystery and can actually be calculated. 

We have simply shown the relative fuel efficiency of trains versus 
the intercity motor bus on the chart and I think all of these factors 
apply equally well to the intercity automobile. 

I think it is well to recognize that the intercity automobile is nearly 
as efficient as trains down in the lower load factor ranges. 

One might say, "WTiat about improved technology, higher density 
ceilings, lower cars, higher speeds?" And the Boeing study, which 
Mr. Webb referred to, addresses that issue and the improved fuel 
efficiency of trains is only marginal under those circumstances. That 
study undertakes an analysis of the Tokyo to Osaka train and the 
fuel efficiency of that train, which I think is a model of rail 
efficiency across the country. 

Speed and type of vehicle are critical. There is in every transporta- 
tion system a mass to be moved and there is a question of how fast 
you can move that mass and the best example I can give is the 
Concorde. 

We all know in terms of fuel efficiency what the Concorde's addi- 
tional speed costs. The curve goes down drastically as the speed goes 
up. That same factor is true of trains and the same factor is true of 
intercity motorbuses. 

It is not feasible to operate a motorbus at 110 miles an hour, be- 
cause it doubles the maximum rate. That is technologically feasible, 
but the cost curve would go through the roof if we attempted to do so. 

So there are various tradeoffs that must be made. 
Finally, one chart on the pollution and we thought the clearest 

way to present the pollution issue was amount of pounds of emittants 
in given trip lengths. 

For instance, Atlantic to JMS Angeles for every revenue passenger 
carried, the amount of pollutants are 6.95 poimds of nitrogen oxide, 
more than all three of the other modes combined. We think it is^^ 
important that these facts be brought to light. 

In concluding, allow me to sav that we are available night and 
day to talk about the transportation industry. We believe that there 
can and must be a rational transportation policy, but we believe that 
policy must take into account the apparent advantages and dis- 
advantages of each mode and we think that those inherent advan- 
tages and disadvantages have got to be looked at objectively, meaning 
public convenience and necessity, economics, fuel efficiency, and the 
environmental issues. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The study referred to follows:] 
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PREFACE 

This monograph is prompted by the Amtrak Improvement Act of 

1975.   There, Congress expressed the necessity for establishment of 

criteria to guide Amtrak in the performance of its responsibilities in 

operating a national passenger rail system in the public interest. 

This is an appropriate time to evaluate Amtrak's performance 

utilizing the same criteria which Amtrak has chosen as overall policy 

guidelines to govern its future activity. 

This monograph Is organized both chronologically and functionally. 

It contains the history of Amtrak from its inception to the present as well 

as a prognosis for the future. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A.    NATIONAL RAIL PASSENGER SERVICE ACT OF 197oi' 

Amtrak has not approached, much less achieved, the purposes 

that prompted its establishment.   Congress defined these purposes in 

1970 (P. L. 91-518) as foUows:-^ 

(1) The provision of modern, efficient intercity rail 
passenger service; 

(2) Development and maintenance of an integrated 
national rail passenger system; 

(3) The efficient operation of such system on a for- 
profit basis; 

(4) The conservation of energy, preservation of the 
environment and reduction of traffic congestion; 
and 

(5) Maximization of service for public convenience 
and necessity. 

Amtrak's record between 1970 and 1975 has lieen as follows: 

(1) Intercity rail passenger service is neither 
modem nor efficient; 

(2) An integrated national rail passenger system 
has neither been developed nor maintained; 

(3) The rail passenger system has operated at 
monumental and ever-increasing loss rates; 

(4) The rail passenger system has been:   (a) an 
excessive consumer of energy relative to 
other transportation modes, (b) the highest 
environmental polluter per passenger of all 
modes of transportation, (c) unable to reduce 
traffic congestion; and 

(5) Rail passenger service, on balance, has not 
served the overall public convenience and 
necessity. 

1/   45 U.S.C. §8501 et seq. 

2/   See The Criteria and Procedures for Making Route and Service De- 
cisions, submitted by the Board of Directors of the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation in compliance with P. L. 94-25, October 29, 
1975, pages 1-5.   This Congressional mandated report will be cited 
hereinafter as "Monograph". 
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Experience has demonstrated that Congress' objectives have not 

been achieved.   However, this e^^rience has not prompted abandonment 

of the Amtrak experiment.   Rather, Congress has tentatively embarked 

upon a course designed to control Amtrak's future activities.   Thus, the 

3/ Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975 (P. L. 94-25)-   directed the Corpora- 

tion to develop criteria for routes and services to be operated under its 

.    4/ aegis. - 

B.    AMTRAK IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1975 

Initially, Amtrak sought criteria congruent with its evaluation of 

the Corporation's fundamental missions.-    However, the Board of 

Directors concluded that two of these missions were fundamentally in- 

compatible:  Operation of routes and schedules "...on a for-profit basis,' 

6/ and the provision of an ".. .integrated nationwide service."-    This per- 

ceived conflict stemmed from Amtrak's juxtaposition of:   (1) the fact that 

its routes had incurred sul>stantial losses throughout its operating hls- 

7/ tory, -   and (2) the wholly unsupported assertion that loss routes must 

8/   45 U.S.C.  55501 etseq. 

4/   Significantly this legislation did not define how, or by whom, these 
~     criteria were to be administered.   Amtrak infers, with appropriate 

justification, that its Board of Directors and management would 
supervise the decisional process.   See Uonograph, pages 1-4, 3-1, 
et seq. 

5/   Id. at ii. 

6/   Ibid. 

1/   Amtrak appears to tjelieve that such losses are anticipated to eontiiue 
into the foreseeable future. 
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be maintained in perpetuity to preserve an integrated national system. 

To impress the imprimatur of legitimacy upon this non sequitur, Am- 

trak characterizes Congress' acquiescence to date in funding Amtrak's 

8/ losses as a firm endorsement of its activities. - 

In any event, Amtrak rejects all criteria which would weigh the 

subsidy required to support a given route or service against the public 

need for that route or service.   Not content with neutralization of this 

quantitative yardstick, Amtrak repeats the process with respect to each 

criterion it offers for consideration. 

The broad categories espoused by Amtrak for evaluating service 

9/ or route changes are:  (a) economic, (b)  social, and (c) environmental.- 

These are in turn divided into their respective components. 

Categories Components 

(a)   Economic 1.     Financial contribution per 
revenue passenger mile. 

2. Total financial contribution 
of route or service to Am- 
trak's overall financial 
performance. 

3. Financial impact of route 
or service on other parts 
of system. 

4. Incremental capital 
requirement. 

5. Percentage return on in- 
cremental capital investment. 

8/   Id. at iii. 

9/    Amtrak:   The Criteria and Procedures for Making Route and Service 
Deciaions, September 23, 1975. pp. iii-iv. 
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(b)   Social 1. Impact upon population 
measured by: 
a. Population accessible 

to route or service. 
b. Number of persons 

who would ride or 
have ridden service 
within the year. 

c. Population to be de- 
prived of all rail 
service (in the case 
of a discontinuance) 
or that which would 
receive service (In 
the case of an addition). 

2. Availability of alternate 
transportation to accom- 
modate passengers not 
provided with rail service 
and therefore whether 
traffic might be diverted, 
thereby relieving traffic 
congestion and/or impact- 
ing adversely on other 
modes of transportation. 

3. Increase or decrease in 
deaths or injuries flowing 
from a route or service 
decision. 

(c)   Environmental 1. Impact upon energy con- 
sumption if actual or 
potential Amtrak riders 
employ alternate trans- 
portation modes. 

2. Impact upon pollution 
emission if actual or 
potential Amtrak riders 
employ alternate trans- 
portation modes. 

3. Land removed from or 
released to alternative 
use by routes or service 
changes. 
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Unfortunately, this catalogue is no guide for action.   It does not 

contritxite to objective evaluation of Amtrak because no relative weight 

is accorded any of the listed considerations.   Consequently, decisions 

are inevitably reduced to the subjective inclinations of the decision- 

maker.   Amtrak's subjective inclinations are not cryptic or vague: 

"Rs orientation will be toward exhausting all means 
of improving a route or service before deciding on a 
discontinuance or service reduction." 11/ 

Elimination of unprofitable routes and services would as a rule not be 

undertaken by Amtrak because:  "Such actions.. .clearly would conflict 

12/ with the development of an Integrated arterial system...".—   Essen- 

tially, Amtrak proposes a single criterion to govern its decisions — 

maintenance and expansion of passenger rail service at any price.   In 

short, it does not intend to implement the objectives of Section 101 of the 

National Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, supra, nor to establish the 

objective criteria sought by the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975, supra. 

11/ Amtrak:  The Criteria and Procedures for Making Route and Service 
Decisions, September 23, 1975, Ex. 2; Monograph, p. 3-8. 

12/ Id. at p. iii. 
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C.    THE NEED FOR OPERATING CRITERIA CONSISTENT 
WITH A RATIONAL TRANSPORTATION POLICY 

1. The Cornerstones of a Rail Passenger Policy 

Although Amtrak has not appropriately responded to the Congres- 

sional imperatives in the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1975, the need for 

a program incorporating meaningful criteria still exists.   Indeed, the 

urgency is even greater now in the face of Amtrak's unanticipated 

$313,000,000 deficit during fiscal 1975.   Such criteria should be grounded 

upon transportation fundamentals which recognize the following: 

(1) Each mode of transportation has inherent 
advantages and disadvantages and none is 
capable of satisfying all transportation 
preferences of the public; 

(2) The marketplace's judgment is the most 
objective determinant of the relative 
economic advantages or disadvantages of 
a given mode of transportation; that judg- 
ment is reflected in the public's willingness 
to pay for a given service at rates which 
cover the cost of providing such service; 

(3) A quantitative measure is the only appro- 
priate criterion for evaluating a mode's 
environmental impact and fuel efficiency; 
and 

(4) Government subsidy should not become a 
permanent fixture of our transportation 
system and in no event should be employed 
to sustain inefficient modes. 

2. The Cost/Benefit Ratio 

Establishment of criteria requires Identification of the principal 

societal costs and benefits of passenger rail transportation relative to 

other modes.   The costs of Amtrak are as follows: 
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(1) Relatively greater fuel consumption 
per passenger transported; 

(2) Relatively greater air pollution per 
passenger transported; 

(3) Subsidy per passenger transported 
of unprecedented magnitude and 
unpredictable duration; and 

(4) Adverse competitive impact upon 
competing transportation modes. 

The benefits of rail passenger transportation are extremely 

limited in absolute as well as relative terms.   Passenger rail trans- 

portation is only one among alternative common carrier services avail- 

able to the American public.   Every rail route is served by intercity 

buses; many also receive frequent, high-speed air service.   Moreover, 

where passenger rail service is available, its frequency is relatively 

limited.   This infrequent schedule pattern is not a function of physical 

limitations but, rather, of the absence of public demand for more fre- 

quent service.   To be sure, availability of rail passenger service affords 

the travelling public another option.   But the price of that option is exor- 

bitant when measured against its cost in terms of subsidy, environmental 

impact, fuel consumption and injury to privately maintained competing 

modes. 

3.    Establishment of Sound Subsidy Controls 

The Secretary of Transportation recognizes that a ceiling must 

be imposed and maintained upon the amount of government subsidy allo- 

cated to Amtrak.   In this context the Secretary stated: 
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". . . the continuing development and utilization of 
such [route and service] criteria must be subject to 
the overriding objective that intercity rail passenger 
services ... lie provided within the annual Federal 
support ceilings set forth for Amtrak in Its multi- 
year Congressional authorization. 

"As a result of its review of Amtrak's criteria, it 
is the belief of the Department that the economic 
criteria are the starting point in the analysis of 
routes and services.. .Our recommendation for 
this application of the criteria does not arise out 
of any inherent inequality between the economic 
and the social/environmental criteria, but rather 
out of the recognition that, outside of the Northeast 
Corridor, intercity rail passenger service carries 
only one-half of one percent of all intercity person 
trips.   Hence, the annual cost to the general tax- 
payer must be the baseline upon which the social 
and environmental benefits of given routes and 
services are analyzed." 13/ 

XXfT's approach is salutary because it addresses the appropriate priorities. 

However, its utility is minimal because the Department fails to articulate 

(1) whether the national interest is indeed served by the interminable 

subsidizing of passenger rail service, or (2) at what levels subsidy 

should be provided during the period of government support.   We propose 

to treat these issues. 

Subsidy should lie phased down over a period of years.   During 

fiscal 1977 Amtrak sul>sidy should be no greater than 50% of its operating 

cost — the other 50% of the operating cost should be covered by revenues 

collected from Amtrak users.   This initial standard is suggested because 

13/ Monograph, pp. G-10, G-11-12. 
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it Is Inequitable for the taxpayer to contribute at any time larger sums 

to Amtrak's support than does the user of its services.   During subse- 

quent fiscal years the percentage contribution by the tajqnyer should be 

reduced to assure a positive incentive for greater efficiency by Amtrak 

in performance of its responsibilities.   A reasonable "step down" ap- 

proach would appear to be as follows: 

Subsidy Ceiling As 
Percentage of Amtrak's 

Fiscal Years Operating Cost 

1977 50 
1978 40 
19n » 
1980 15 

By fiscal 1980 Congress will have had eight years of Amtrak experience. 

At that Juncture it should be in a position to determine whether or not 

Amtrak should be self-sustaining. 

Irrespective of the decision on the ultimate issue, Amtrak should 

not be allocated subsidy after fiscal 1979 at levels exceeding the average 

subsidy per passenger mile paid to airlines.   This is the maximum pas- 

senger rail subsidy that could be justified at that time.   Such a conclusion 

is unavoidable:  sound subsidy administration requires that maximum public 

benefits be obtained in each instance where subsidy support is required. 

Hence, if after a reasonable period of experimentation it can be demon- 

strated that airlines operate at less subsidy per passenger mile than Am- 

trak, Congress must consider whether the airlines should receive a greater 

and Amtrak a smaller share of available funds. 

ss-oet O - 76 - u 
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n.         AMTRAK HAS NEITHER SIGNIFICANTLY MODERNIZED INTER- 
CITY SERVICE NOR DEVELOPED AN EFFICIENT, INTEGRATED 
NATIONAL RAIL PASSENGER SYSTEM  

With the notable exception of the Metroliner in the Northeast Cor- 

14/ ridor, —  Amtrak's modernization of rail passenger service has been 

less than dramatic.   It began operations by reducing the number of inter- 

city trains from 290 to 192.   This reduction was accompanied by a 51% 

slash in route mileage and a 57% cut-back in train miles operated. 

AprU 30. 1971—^  October 31. 1971—'^   Change 

Train MilesA>ay 
Northeast Cor- 

ridor (NEQ 16,231 16,453 +1 
Other than NEC                 147.548                        57.481 -63 

TOTAL 163,779 73,934 -57 

Number of Trains/Day 290 192 -34 
Route MUes 49,533 24,379 -51 

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Transportation, Status of Intercity Railroad 
Passenger Service (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Department of 
Transportation, November 1971), p. 20. 

I>iring the fuel crisis in 1974 Amtrak did experience a significant 

increase in traffic.   However, this increase was clearly not due to 

16/ 
modernization or Improvement of rail service. —    This is demonstrated 

14/ The Boston-Chicago and Washington-Denver services instituted several 
months ago are so recent that conclusions cannot be drawn therefrom. 

15/ Before and after establishment of Amtrak. 

16/ Amtrak and the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
were ^iparently misled by the 1974 experience.   "While the energy 
crisis of 1974 accounted for much of this Increase in passengers, 
Amtrak eiqpects to carry even more passengers In 1975, and it ap- 
pears as if the passenger train revival which it started in 1971 is 
here to stay."   H.R. 94-119, p. 5; U.S. Code Cong, and Ad News 
(94 Cong., Ist Sess.), p. 601. 
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by statistics for the first half of 1975 which reveal that Amtrak's patron- 
17/ 

age declined by 1, 300,000 passengers from the same period of 1974. — 

Amtrak has not demonstrated that its creation and continued oper- 

ation has fostered an integrated national rail passenger system.   The 

quality of connecting rail service is not measurably superior to that 

which prevailed prior to Amtrak.   No evidence of economic, social or 

environmental synerglsm has surfaced.   Consequently, at this point the 

first two Congressional objectives in Section 101 of the National Rail 

Passenger Service Act of 1970 lie no closer to achievement than when 

they were adopted. 

17/ January-June 1974:  9,120,755 passengers; January-June, 1975: 
7,851,096 passengers.   Source:  Amtrak Company Records. 
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m.       AMTRAK HAS OPERATED AT CO^fSISTEKT, ACCELERATING 
LOSSES AND IS COMMITTED TO DO SO IN THE FUTURE 

A,    AMTRAK'S ECONOMIC HISTORY 

1,    System Results 

Since Inauguration of service in 1971 Amtrak has never been prof- 

itable although in 1970 its progenitors predicted break-even operations in 

two to three years.   The four year ejqjerience is as follows: 

Fiscal Year System Loss Accumulated Loss 

1972 $153,500,000 $153,500,000 
1973 141,800,000 295,300,000 
1974 197,900,000 493,200,000,-, 
1975 313,300,000 806,500,000^5/ 

During the same period losses rose from 5.4 cents per passenger mile 

to over 8 cents (Figure 1).   The deficit per passenger rose from $9 to 

$20 (Figure 2). 

These losses have created striking imbalances in the distribution 

of operating costs between passenger and tajipayer.   On major routes 

tajq)ayers may contribute up to $264 more per ticket than the passenger 

utilizing the service (Figure 3).   The taxpayer's cost on these segments 

ranges between $4 and $6 for every $1 of passenger cost (Figure 4). 

Obviously such inequities are totally adverse to the public interest. 

18/ Since 1970, Congress has authorized $1.692 billion In government 
grants and $900 million in loan guarantees. 
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Figure 1 

AMTRAK S  LOSS  PER  PASSENGER MILE INCREASED 
81% IN THE PAST YEAR 

Amhak System Losses per Revenue Mile,   FY 1972 - FY 1975 

Loss in cents per passenger mile ^ ' 

FY  1972 

Source: Appendix A 

FY  1973 FY  1974 FY  1975 
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AMTRAK SYSTEM DEFICITS   IN  FISCAL 1975 REACHED 
$20 PER  PASSENGER 

Amtrok Syjtem Revenue, Expense ond Loss per Passenger, CY 1972 - CY 1974 and CY 1975 

Dollars 
35 

Figure 2 
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Source: Appendix B 
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Figure 3 
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2. Flinctlonal Distribution of Losses 

Particularly significant Is the fact that Amtrak's losses over de- 

veloped routes are much hl^er than over newly Inaugurated routes 

(Figure S).   In absolute terms, the former have been Increasing much 

more steeply and rapidly than the latter.   This phenomenon Is contrary 

to normal eiqjectations and suggests that careful examination of the need 

for many existing services Is indicated. 

3. Geographic Distribution of Losses 

All Amtrak sectors^^ incur substantial deficits; the trend is 

worsening (Figure 6).   Short haul routes are the most uneconomic, losing 

14.5 cents per revenue passenger mile [rpm] in fiscal 1975.   But the rate 

of loss acceleration is highest for the Northeast Corridor where deficits 

per rpm have quadrupled since fiscal 1973.   Long haul routes offer little 

encouragement; they account for almost 60% of Amtrak's current losses. -^ 

Moreover, passenger rail service is intrinsically less competitive over 

long stage lengths and, accordingly, offers the lowest growth potential. 

Congress has only been accorded Amtrak's system and sector 

analysis and, consequently, It has lieen obliged to rely upon that analysis 

as the sole basis for ascertaining the Corporation's existing and projected 

economic condition.   Here, Congress Is presented with an independent 

analysis, which is not confined to system or sector results.   This study 

19/ Amtrak has divided its domestic route system into three groupings: 
the Northeast Corridor, Long haul routes, and Short haul routes. 

20/ See Appendix A-1. 
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Figure 5 

AMTRAK'S GROWING LOSSES 
ARE PRINCIPALLY ATTRIBUTABLE TO   ITS OLD ROUTES 

Amtrok Lossej on Old Routes v«. New Routes, FY 1974 ond FY 1975 

Million dollors 
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•Inouguroted after 12/31/73. 
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Figure 6 

AMTRAK'S SHORT HAUL ROUTES ARE ITS BIGGEST LOSERS 

Amtrak Losses per Revenue Pouenger Mile, by Route Type 
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Incorporates a profit and loss statement for each major route (Appendix A). 

At the outset, it is apparent that on a fully allocated cost basis, 

all of Amtrak's routes operate at a loss (Ibid).   Moreover, the relative 

extent of such losses Is not determined by geogr^hical location or stage 

length (Figure 7).   Thus, the dense Northeast Corridor Boston-Washington 

operation Incurs a greater loss per rpm than the relatively sparse New 

Orleans-Los Angeles route.   Similar anomalies are found in comparisons 

of certain "short haul" with "long haul" services.   Whereas normally the 

loss per rpm Is greater on short haul than long haul operations, the re- 

verse is true In the New York-Buffalo/Detroit versus the Seattle-San Diego 

market.   No pattern emerges.   In short, Amtrak cannot predict with any 

degree of reliability which routes offer the greatest promise of economic 

viability. 

B.    AMTRAK IS ECONOMICALLY PREDESTINED TO SUFFER 
CONTINUING AND WIDENING LOSSES 

Between fiscal 1974 and 1975 Amtrak's deficit rose by $115 million. 

In 1975 it Bought to stem losses by increasing fares an average of 14% 

(Figure 8).   But traffic responded adversely, dropping more than 11%. 

This, combined with a simultaneous cost increase of 44%, produced a 

$313 million deficit -- rivalling the steepest annual loss in transportation 

history. 

The certainty of Amtrak's continuing economic failure is assured 

by the acid test of any transport mode's future — break-even load factor 

analysis.   Such analysis undertakes to determine the percentage occupancy, 



171 



172 

Figure 8 

AMTRAK  RAISED FARES IN 1975, BUT TRAFFIC DROPPED 
AND COSTS ROSE DISPROPORTIONATELY TO THE  FARE INCREASE 

Change in Amtrak System Traffic, Unit Costs and Unit Revenues, 
FY 1975 vs. FY1974 

Percenfoge change: FY 1975/1974 
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'•/'//'///////.'"/. 

Revenue/r.p.m, 

Revenue 
Passenger Miles 

(R.P.M.) 

-11.4% 

+44.0% 

Costs/r.p.m. 

Source: Appendix A 
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i.e., load factor, required to achieve equilibrivm between prevailing 

costs and revenues. —^^ 

During fiscal 1975 Amtrak experienced load factors as follows: 

Northeast Corridor — 43%; Long haul routes — 50%; Short haul routes -- 

35%; System load factor — 46% (Figure 9).   These results represent sub- 

stantial load factor declines from 1974:  Northeast Corridor — down 7 

percentage points; Short haul routes — down 18 percentage points;   Long 

haul routes — down 7 percentage points; System -- down 9 percentage 

points, or a drop of 16% (from 55 to 46).   Clearly, a dramatic turnaround 

in passenger usage is required to approach economic operations.   But even 

under those assumptions most favorable to Amtrak's economic future, 

realization of break-even status is mathematically beyond its grasp. 

Tbus, assume the following:   (1) passenger rail transportation was so 

attractive in 1975 that traffic levels were considerably higher than actual; 

and (2) such traffic was produced without the additional costs generally 

associated with improved service and increased loads.   Under these rosy 

assumptions — which fly in the &ce of experience ~ the load factors re- 

quired for break-even operations by Amtrak for 1975 would have been 

as follows:   (Figure 9). 
Load Factor Needed To 
Break-Even Fiscal 1975 

Northeast Corridor 76% 
Short Haul Routes 118% 
Long Haul Routes 1U« 
System ioe% 

21/ For purposes of this discussion costs and revenues are expressed in 
terms of passenger miles and load factor is determined by dividing 
actual available seat miles by the number of revenue passenger miles 
required to reach break-even levels. 
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Figure 9 

AMTRAK CANNOT ACHIEVE BREAK-EVEN LOAD FACTORS 

Amtrak Lood Factors, by Rcuta Type, Actuol and "Breakeven", FY 1975 

Load Factor - Percent 

140 

SYSTEM 

Source: Appendix F 



175 

-18- 

C.    AMTRAK'S FORECAST OF ITS SUBSIDY REQUIREMENTS 
IS UNRELIABLE AND UNDERSTATED 

Amtrak's management prepared anticipated subsidy requirements 

for each year of prospective operations from 1971 throu^ 1975.   These 

forecasts missed their mark by 14 to 32 percent — always on the low side 

22/ (Figure 10). —    Indeed, the margin of error has progressively worsened. 

Nevertheless, Amtrak has provided a new five-year financial and operating 

plan upon which it wishes Congress to rely. —' 

The latest forecast for fiscal 1976-1980 predicts a composite deficit 

of $2. 32 billion. 

Fiscal Composite 
Year Revenue Expense Deficit Deficit 24a/ 

$(000,000) $(000,000) $(000,000) $(000,000) 

199* 314 TIO 396 396 
IVn 389 867 479 874 
1979 447 968 B91 1,396 
1979 506 1,002 499 1,891 
1990 577 1,010 4n 2,324 

Were Amtrak's forecast to fall short of actual results by its average his- 

toric margin of error, the actual operating subsidy need would approidmate 

24/ $3 billion over the next five years. — 

22/ No explanation is offered as to how Amtrak's most recent statistical 
techniques differ from or are more reliable than those utilized in 
producing the previous erroneous forecasts. 

23/ National Railroad Passenger Corporation Five Year Financial and 
Operating Plan. Fiscal Year 1976 - Fiscal Year 1980 (August 1975). 
Exhibit 3. 

24/ The unweighted average shortfall was 26% between fiscal '73 and '75 
An>endix G (weighted average). 

ata/Exeludes $112 million deficit for transition period between July 1, 
1976 and September 30, 1976, when fiscal year will be changed from 
year ending June 30 to year ending September 30.   This brings the 
fiscal year 1980 cumulative total to $2,436 million. 

••HIM O • TS - i> 
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AMTRAK UNDERSTATES PROJECTED DEFICITS 
BY  EVER-WIDENING MARGINS OF ERROR 

Figure 10 

Amtrak's Projected vs. Actual DeRcih, Fiicol Years 1973 - 1975 
Million dollars 
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FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 

Source: Appendix G 
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25/ 1.    Amtrak's Flve-Year—   Forecast Is Inherently Defective 

Amtrak's forecast must be disregarded.   First, tlie 1977-1980 fore- 

cast is expressed in fiscal 1977 dollars and, therefore, ignores three years 

of probable inflation.  Second, Amtrak anticipates a total expense increase 

of only 42% for the 4-1/4 years between year ended June 30,  1976 and year 

ended June 30, 1980.   This estimate contradicts its own experience which 

reflects a cost increase of 83% between fiscal 1972 and fiscal 1975 — a period 

26/ 
of three (3) years. —    Third, it concedes that passenger fares will remain 

27/ below costs and will not rise in proportion to overall inflation. —    Accord- 

ingly, it envisages that its financial results will be only minimally affected 

by natural economic conditions.   Fourth, Amtrak assumes that traffic will 

increase 126% by fiscal 1980, although It has declined 10% between fiscal 

1974 and 1975.   Fifth, Amtrak assumes that the predicted doubling of 

traffic will be achieved while increasing system load factor — thereby 

insisting that additional traffic will be accommodated largely by adding 

28 / cars and/or seats to existing schedules. —'   A fortiori, Amtrak must 

25 / National Railroad Passenger Corporation Five Year Financial and 
Operating Plan. Fiscal Year 1976 - Fiscal Year 1980 (August 1975). 
Exhibit 3. 

26/ Appendix A-1. • • 

27/ Thus, Amtrak anticipates that it will premeditatedly price its product 
below break-even levels leaving its non-subsidized competitors to 
their Hobson's choice. 

28/ Id. at Exhibit 11, p. 2.   Train miles will be Increased by only 23%, 
accompanied by a seat mile increase of 110%.   The difference must 
be attributable to added cars of higher density seating on existing 
trains (Exhibit 4 of National Railroad Passenger Corporation Five 
Year Financial and Operating Plan, supra). 
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belleve that substantial traffic can be newly-generated despite little or no 

Increase in frequency. Such an inference is counter to all transportation 

experience. 

A forecast combining historic data as well as forecast trends has 

been undertaken as a more empirical alternative to that repeated by 

Amtrak's a priori estimates.   This forecast, available upon request, 

utilizes historic trsiffic growth plus experienced costs which are applied 

to Amtrak's proposed capacity and fare levels.   Should capacity be greater 

or fare levels lower than anticipated, the operating loss will be propor- 

tionately higher.   This forecast reflects an operating loss for fiscal year 

1980 alone of $600 million, $167 million greater than that estimated by 

Amtrak.   To be sure, a statistical extrapolation of Amtrak's past experi- 

ence suffers from the sparsity of available data and deliberate trend. 

However, this methodology is far superior to Amtrak's a priori forecasts 

which in the past have proved wholly unreliable. 

2.    Amtrak's Reliance Upon the "Discouragement" Theory 
Is Misplaced  

Intrinsic to Amtrak's traffic forecasting technique is the so-called 

"discouragement" analysis.   This theory postulates that the overriding 

consideration in discouragement of rail passenger patronage during the 

past World War n period was erosion of service quality and quantity. 

Proponents of Amtrak utilize the "discouragement" imperative to urge its 

converse, namely, that improvements in service will herald a return to 

the golden age of rail transportation when substantial use was made of 
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passenger rail service.   The logical frailties and practical shortcomings 

of this reasoning are manifold:   (1) even If potential passengers were dis- 

couraged from patronizing trains because of poor service, during the 

19S0's and lB60's, they may, nevertheless, not respond positively to rail 

service improvement during the 1970*8 and 1980's; (2) the quality and 

quantity of service improvements needed to effect a resurgence of pas- 
29/ senger rail usage are not susceptible to prognosis;—' and (3) even if 

such prognosis were feasible the proselytes of "discouragement" have not 

stated the extent to which our economy should invest in their notions. —' 

More fundamental than these deficiencies is the "discouragement" 

theory itself, which prompts exaggerated expectations of Amtralc's pas- 

senger growth potential and break-even capability.   Thus, the National 

Association of Railroad Passengers anticipated that service improvements 

in the early 1970's would restore patronage to 1960 levels and that, con- 

sequently, Amtrak would prove profitable alter a few transitional years. 

This hope of passenger rail resuscitation was based upon an er- 

roneous diagnosis of the reasons for its decline.   That decline was princi- 

pally attributable to convergence of four technological and social phenomena: 

(1) air transportation rapidly evolved from the DC-3 era into the jet age; 

(2) business demands raised the monetary value of time; (3) the United 

States developed the most extensive and modern highway system in the 

29/ Significantly, none of its proponents have assayed such a projection, 
J2/ Amtrak foresees a $432.1 mlUlon deficit In fiscal 1980. 
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world; and (4) the private automobile became a fixture for most Ameri- 

can families. 

Concurrent with the development of rapid and convenient air 

transportation, people with the highest valuation of time began to desert 

passenger rails.   Demand for Pullman accommodations, parlor car ser- 

vice and other luxury amenities declined more rapidly than demand for 

coach service.   Accordingly, trains such as the City of New Orleans 

and El Capitan maintained patronage at higher levels than their luxury 

counterparts, the Panama Limited and Super Chief.   This setback in 

usage combined with the high labor Intensity of luxury service exacer- 

bated losses for this type of rail transportation. 

Railroads attempted to adapt to this demand/cost divergence by 

reducing luxury accommodations, a judgment particularly unpopular with 

the affluent elderly who combined a low valuation of time with a high 

valuation of luxury service.   In any event, some observers determined 

that the decline of luxury service at a faster rate than standard service 

reflected an effort to discourage passenger rail travel.   It was concluded, 

therefore, that the converse would obtain:  high quality service would 

redivert large volumes of passengers from airlines, buses, and auto- 

mobiles. 

This conclusion is erroneous because rail service suffers com- 

petitive disadvantages which cannot be overcome by presently programmed 

31/ service improvements.   For example, analysis of total trip costs— 

31/ Transportation cost plus opportunity cost of time. 
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demonstrates that Amtrak is an acceptable transportation option under 

only the most limited and artificial circumstances. Were Amtrak re- 

quired to charge fares commensurate with its costs in an unmanipulated 

marketplace, it would suffer a competitive disadvantage relative to 

32/ every common carrier at every trip length (Figure 11). —    Even at 

subsidized fare levels, the only trip span over which Amtrak offers 

the public cheaper transportation than other modes is between 50 and 

33/ 95 miles. -=^   So much for economic considerations. 

Amtrak cannot offset its natural economic disadvantages by em- 

phasizing service quality.   From the standpoint of schedule frequency — 

a quantitative consideration which is also fundamental to service quality — 

passenger trains cannot compete with airlines in either rural or urban 

markets.   Moreover, from the standpoint of "creature comfort^', trains 

cannot rival commercial aircraft.   Passengers spend so much more time 

in trains than aircraft for similar stage lengths that the former cannot 

be maintained at comparable levels of cleanliness.   Furthermore, the 

metal-on-metal contact of rail vehicles aggravates the malfunction rate 

of heating and air-conditioning devices.   Finally, the vibration Intrinsic 

to the movement of train on track creates additional discomfort, the extent 

of which will depend upon equipment, road bed and trip length. 

32/ Miller, An Economic Policy Analysis of the Amtrak Program, 
(American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 
Washington, D.C.  1975), p. 157. 

33/ At 1973 fares.   Id. at 154-155. 
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Where cost or comfort does not control the choice of transporta- 

tion mode, relative convenience and flexibility are high priority con- 

siderations.   In this context the private automobile predominates.   A 

trip by automobile creates an intangible quality of togetherness among 

the participants not present on common carrier services.   The automo- 

bile also permits schedule flexibility, freedom of movement and dining/ 

34/ sleeping options.   The train cannot compete on any level of convenience. ^^ 

The most conclusive refutation of the discouragement/encourage- 

ment theory is history.   In 1970, prior to establishment of Amtrak, rail 

35/ passenger patronage had sunk to its lowest level in twenty years. — 

Beginning in 1971 Amtrak undertook to upgrade equipment, improve 

maintenance and terminal facilities as well as to promote traffic.   Yet, 

at the end of fiscal 1975, —'^traffic stood at levels substantially below 

1972.   In short, the discouragement/encouragement theory is a fiction. 

It cannot justify the billions of dollars spent in the past nor can it serve 

aa a foundation for the billions programmed for the future. 

35/ Ironically, Autotrain, which permits the passenger to take his auto- 
mobile on a passenger rail trip, appears to be the only profitable 
passenger rail service. 

35a/The fiscal year 1975 Amtrak traffic count according to its market 
research department was 15.9 million. Subsequent to writing the 
above an Amtrak report to the ICC, Form OCB, was found to con- 
tain a higher passenger count. 

36/ U.S. Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of the United 
States 1972, page 53C. 
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IV.        THE PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY ARE NOT 
ENHANCED BUT DISRUPTED BY AMTRAK'S ACTIVITIES 

The "pubUc convenience and necessity" have been Oie policy touch- 

stone of every statute affecting transportation including the National Rail 

Passenger Service Act of 1970.   The phrase is not susceptible to precise 

definition.   But Amtrak recognizes, as applied to any given transportation 

proposal, that public convenience and necessity encompass considerations 

such as availability of alternatives, relative efficiency, cost, Impact upon 

competition, etc.   Amtrak's activities will be analyzed in terms of the 

requirements of the public convenience and necessity. — 

A.    ALTERNATIVE MODES ARE FAR MORE RESPONSIVE 
TO PUBUC DEMAND THAN AMTRAK 

The United States has the finest integrated highway network in the 

world.   This network combined with modem intercity bus service has pro- 

duced a common carrier surface system second to none (Figure 12).   In 

both rural and urt>an America competitive service is provided over the 

more densely travelled segments. 

Direct intercity transportation Is also available by airline over a 

route complex which blankets the country (Figure 13).   No American city 

with scheduled airline service receives less ttian one daily roundtrip to 

Its major community of interest.   Most receive considerably higher ser- 

vice levels scheduled where feasible to meet the needs of community travel. 

36/ The environmental impact and fuel efficiency of its services will also 
t>e considered within the broad rubric of the public convenience and 
necessity. 
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Amtrak does not effectively contrllnite to the public convenience and 

necessity served by bus lines and air carriers.   Its route system is ex- 

tremely limited (Figure 14).   All of its trains operate in markets served 

37/ more frequently by both intercity buses and airlines.—^^   The average 

terminal to terminal speed of intercity air and bus service is significantly 

38/ greater than rail service.—    These considerations are reflected in 

Amtrak's relatively insignificant participation in the transportation of 

39/ 
intercity common carrier traffic — five percent of the total (Figure 15).— 

In terms of revenue passenger miles Amtrak's participation is only 2.9% ^^ 

(Ibid).   However, tl>e cost of Amtrak's transportation to the American 

public is far from insignificant.   Amtrak's traffic Is subsidized at a rate 

almost ten times that of the subsidized airline industry (Figure 16). 

Thus, the public benefits of Amtrak if any must be found in intangibles. 

The most apparent of these is variety.   Passenger rail service broadens 

the spectrum of choices available to the potential traveller.   The existence 

of such options is undeniably beneficial ~ provided the cost is reasonable. 

Amtrak's cost is wholly unreasonable whether paid by the taxpayer, com- 

peting modes of transportation or potential t>eneUciarle8 of alternative 

resource allocations. 

37/ See Official Rail, Bus and Airline Guides. 

38/ Miller, supra, p. 153. 

39/ Inclusion of Southern Railway, Rock Island, Denver and Rio Grande, 
Western and Georgia railroads will not materially affect this per- 
centage . 

39a/The bus traffic referred to herein and in Figure 15 pertains only to 
the Class I segment of the industry for passengers and to regular 
intercity routes of Class I carriers for passenger miles.   Class I 
traffic constitutes 41% of total bus traffic in terms of passengers 
and 53% in terms of passenger miles. 
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Figur* 15 

AMTRAK CARRIES ONLY A SMALL PART 
OF THE VOLUME OF PASSENGER TRAFFIC 

MOVING BY COMMERCIAL CARRIERS 
Comparative Number of Passenger? Carried, Amtraic vj. Bus and Air 

Colendor Yeor 1974 
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Figure  16 

TAXPAYER SUPPORT OF AMTRAK  IS OVERWHELMINGLY 
GREATER THAN SUPPORT GIVEN 

TO LOCAL SERVICE AIRLINES 

Toxpo^fer Assistance per Revenue Passenger Mile, Amtrak vs. Local Service Airlines, 1974 

Cents per passenger mile 
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1.00 

AMTRAK Local service airlines 

'Subsidy per R.P.M. solely on subsidy eligible routes is 1.9C. 

Source: Appendix N, 
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B.    AMTRAK RAIL SERVICE IS AN UNECONOMIC METHOD 
OF TRANSPORTING PASSENGE RS AND AN IMPROVIDENT 
ALLOCATKDN OF GOVERNMENT SUBSIDY 

The economic soundness of the Amtrak expertment can only be 

measured when appropriate comparisons are made with other common 

carrier modes.   In every area of economic performance it ranks poorly. 

Amtrak's system operating expense per rpm far exceeds that o{ 

40/ its competitors (Figure 17).—    In those markets where it is believed to 

be particularly cost efficient, Amtrak's performance is extremely dis- 

couraging.   Thus, the Northeast Corridor shows costs as high as 53. 33f 

per rpm (Appendix H, p. 2), the short haul San Francisco-Bakersfield 

route registered 44C per rpm in 1975, compared to 20. 69? in 1974.   The 

prime Seattle-Chicago cost of 14? per rpm in 1975 — 48% higher than in 

1974, and in excess of the average for all long haul routes.   (Ibid). 

Amtrak's revenue per rpm is extremely disconcerting because it 

reflects a schizophrenic pricing policy which, on the one hand, is not 

calculated to reduce subsidy and, on the other, is certain to cause eco- 

nomic injury to its competitors (Figure 18). 

AMTRAK 

System Revenue        Ibtlo of System Cost 
Per RPM To System Revenue 

5.4? 2       to 1 
5.4? 1.81 to 1 
5.52? 1.82 to 1 
6. 30? 2. 31 to 1 

40/ In 1974 Amtrak's system expense per rpm was 8.66? compared with 
4.06? for intercity buses (LC. C. Annual Reports). 

System Cost 
Per RPM 

F.Y. 1972 10.8? 
F.y. 1973 9.8? 
F.Y. 1974 10.07? 
F.Y. 1975 14.54? 

6S-0e4 O - 76 - 14 
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Figure 17 

AMTRAK SYSTEM COSTS OVERSHADOW THOSE OF OTHER 
INTERCITY CARRIERS 

Operating Expense per Revenue Passenger Mile, Amtral< vs. Bus and Air Carriers, 1971 - 1974 
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Figure 18 

AMTRAK  HAS NOT ADOPTED A  FARE POLICY  DESIGNED 
TO BRING FARES IN  LINE WITH COST 

Amtrok System Unit Revenue vs. Unit Costs, FY 1972 - FY 1975 

Cents/Revenue possenger miles 
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Source: Appendix A-l 
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These comparisons demonstrate that Amtrak has made no effort to narrow 

the gap between revenue and expenses (Figure 19).—    Thus, the 100% 

gap in fiscal 1972 widened to 130% in 1975.   Concurrently, Amtrak's deficit 

rose from $153. 5 million to $313. 3 million (with benefit of state subsidies). 

b any event, while the tmcpayer was meeting Amtrak's deficit, 

competing transportation modes lacking such assistance were struggling 

to remain profitable (see Figure 19). 

Airlines Bus Lines 

System Cost per rpm (1974) 7.3? 4. If 

System Yield per rpm (1974) 7.5? 4.4? 

Amtrak's losses do not deter it from pricing its product well below that 

of competing bus and airlines.   In the Northeast Corridor, Amtrak has 

priced its New York-Washington metro service and Boston-Washington 

conventional service below Eastern Airlines air shuttle.   Amtrak has 

41/ Amtrak insists that "Except for new services, the cost increases 
are not controllable."   It also asserts "... it is impossible to in- 
crease fares to offset cost increases of this magnitude "  Amtrak's 
solution is a blank check from the Government, phrased as follows: 
"Operating grants should not be computed on the basis of a formula 
that does not consider the relationship between uncontrollable cost 
increases and economic conditions that limit revenue generation 
through fare increases" National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
Five Year Financial Operating Plan, supra, pp. 8, 9, 10. 
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Figure 19 

UNLIKE   AIRLINES AND  BUSES, 
AMTRAK HAS MADE LITTLE EFFORT TO NARROW THE GAP 

BETWEEN REVENUES AND EXPENSES 
Comparative Industry Unit Revenues ond Costs - Calender Years 1971 - 1974 

Cents per revenue passenger mile 
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-» 'f. -  -^ 

Operating 
Expenses 

'iw*'  ' - V. ,->n 

Operating 
7 5    ,*'Revenues 

*Ope rating 

Expenses 

Operating 
.^ Revenues 

'71   '72   '73 '74 
AMTRAK 

'71 '72 '73 '74 
BUS 

'71   '72 '73 '74 
AIRLINES 

Appendix H, pg.l. 
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publicized its comparative price advantage over Eastern Airlines using 

funds from its subsidized advertising budget (Figure 20).   Amtrak's pricing 

and advertising policies ignore tiie fact that tiie Washington-New York and 

Washington-Boston services lose 2. 35^ and 6.96( per rpm respectively 

(Appendix A). 

During 1975 Amtrak announced a new Bicentennial Washington- 

Boston &ire of $25 one-way and $40 roundtrip.   Previous bus fores had 

been $29.90 one-way and $56.85 roundtrip.   Amtrak's nen fare compelled 

a bus fare reduction to $24.95 one-way and $39.95 roundtrip.   In October 

1975, Amtrak announced its new Lake Shore Limited service between Boston 

and Chicago which is being offered at fares significantly below bus fares, 

and in some instances even lower tlum 1971 rail rates.   These continuing 

practices of Amtrak will necessitate a significant fore reduction by bus 

operators (Figure 21). 

Amtrak's fare reductions viewed in a vacuum, are not necessarily 

contrary to the pubUc interest   In context however, Amtrak's fore reduc- 

tions are clearly contrary to the public interest.   They are Intentionally 

established at iielow cost levels.   They impose an unfoir competitive 

impact upon unsubsidized competing modes of transportation.   These modes 

are inherently more economic Itian Amtrak.   Yet, the latter's pricing poli- 

cies compel the former to price their services below cost.   Thus, Amtrak's 

pricing policy is injurious to the taxpayer, to competing modes of transpor- 

tation which perform useful public service and to the free marketplace. 
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Figure 20 

AMTRAK ADVERTISEMENT IN NEW YORK TIMES 
( Jonuaiy 6, 1976) 

IHEEASY 
mrio     wirn) 

n doesnT matler how you look at il. Amtr»k'» 
Metrolmer is the easier way to Washington With 
15 trains daily, Monday through Friday (with frt- 
Quent service weekends), taVing about thre« 
hours, downtown to downtown, why bother flying? 

Gel atxjard tne Metroiirer and discover the 
•ase ef trawling in comforlabie wide se^ts. RelSK, 
snack, snooze, oi ewen get some work do^ie. 

Amtrak's eastet on your wallef, too. Just $23. 
one-way coach, for informalion and reservations 
In N.YC. call 736-4545; .n New York Stale out- 
side NY.C.and in N J, call toll-free 800-523-5700; 
in Conn.. 800-523-5720. Or your travel agent. 

See for yourself why the coming and gwng to 
Washington ts easier on Amlrak's Helrohnef. 

Amirak-' 

Easy come, easy go. 
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Figure 21 
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Figura 21 
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C. THE CHICAGO- FLINT EXPERIENCE ILLUSTRATES THE 
IMPACT OF AMTRAK'S PASSENGER RAIL OPERATKNS 
UPON UNSUBSIDIZED INTERSTATE BUS SERVICE 

The Chicago-Flint route has been served by intercity buses for 

many years.   During 1973 and early 1974 Indian Trails provided a weekly 

frequency of 58 to 77 trips between Chicago and Kalamazoo and 50 or 51 

weekly trips between Kalamazoo and Flint (Appendix J).   In September 1974 

Amtrak introduced competitive rail service over Indian Trails' prime 

Michigan Routes (Figure 22).   The schedules provided a single daily 

roundtrip and the elapsed times were not significantly different from the 

bus times (Appendix K).   Nevertheless, Amtrak's competition had an 

immediate and severe impact upon Indian Trails' traffic (Figure 23). 

For the first time in its 63 year history, Indian Trails was compelled to 

lay off employees.   That consequence was a direct result of Amtrak's 

fare practices (Figure 24) which diverted substantial volumes of traffic 

to its subsidized operation.   In fact, Indian Trails lost so much traffic 

that, despite the unfavorable cost/revenue equation, it was compelled to 

match Amtrak's fares in July 1975 (Ibid). 

Amtrak's disregard for economic operations in its pursuit to 

increase traffic is demonstrated by analysis of its expenses on the Chicago- 

Flint route.   At an estimated unit expense of 22.9f per rpm, Amtrak lost 

approximately $1.9 million on its Chicago-Flint operation during fiscal 

44/ 1975.—    With reasonable assurance that the taxpayer will continue to   ' 

44/ Amtrak's Chicago-Port Huron loss was adopted (Appendix H, page 2) 
for the Chicago-Flint route because the operations are similar and, 
therefore, the costs are probably comparable. 
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MICHIGAN BUS ROUTES.  IDENTIFYING INDIAN TRAILS. 
AND AMTRAK'S  MICHIGAN ROUTES 

' Hall PowngT S«rvlc« 
' Intarcify tut Routa  > 
• Intvrclty tm Koutt (^ownel) 
¥ Indian Tralli Routat 

{Excluding tKoM with tan 
fhon daily Mrvie*} 

J 
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Figure 24 
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subEidize the Chicago-Flint route, as well as other similar routes, Amtrak 

is certain to continue its present pricing policy. 

D.    AMTRAK'S RELATIVELY INEFFICIENT UTILIZATION 
OF FUEL AND RELATIVELY HIGH POLLUTE)N EMIS- 
SION MILITATES AGAINST THE PUBLIC CONVENIENCE 
AND NECESSITY 

1.     Fuel Efficiency 

The transportation sector consumes 24.3% of all U. S. energy.— 

The scale of this consumption, combined with the present and fore- 

seeable energy scarcities, compels each transportation mode to justify its 

usage of the available fuel resources.   Comparatively, passenger rail 

transportation fares poorly. 

Efficient utilization of energy by common carriers Is commonly 

measured by fuel utilization per passenger or revenue passenger mile. 

The rate of consumption is principally determined by the type of vehicle, 

the percentage occupancy, relative mileage circulty over the direct great 

circle distance between points served, and length of the trip. 

The Boeing Company estimates that at all trip ranges, assuming 

a 60% average load factor for both modes, buses are more fuel efficient 

46 / than trains (Figure 25).—    However, even at a 100% load factor, buses 

45/ Boeing Commercial Airplane Company, Intercity Passenger Trans- 
portation Data, Vol. 2, Energy Comparisons (May 1975), p. 13. 

46/ Spring 1974 data based upon 94 city pairs.   Ibid. , p. 35, N.B. 
buses have consistently experienced higher load factors than trains 
and, accordingly, the former's fuel efficiency is relatively greater 
than Figure 26 indicates. 
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FIgur* 25 

COMPARED TO BUSES, TRAINS DEMONSTRATE UNECONOMIC 
FUEL UTILIZATION FOR PASSENGER TRAFFIC 

Developfnent of Modal Ronge Trends - Composite 

Fuel ufilizotioo - 
passenger Greet Circle miles/gallon 

175 

JOO 1000 1500 2000 
Range   -   Great Circle statute miles 

2500 



206 

- 30- 

possess an absolute advantage over trains In fuel efflclency (Figure 26). 

Buses also possess an inherent advantage over trains in terms of 

circuity due to the historic linear development of train beds and trackage 

contrasted with the arterial development of highways.   Tracks Incorporate 

a generally higher percentage of circuity than highways on trips between 

most city pairs.   The most frequently-travelled Amtrak trains have clr- 

47/ cuity of up to 45% between city pairs.—    The relative efficiency of buses 

over current Amtrak trains Is in part based upon the nature of the vehicles. 

The bus is more efficient in terms of weight and floor area per seat. Con- 

sequently, the rated horsepower per available seat is 37 to 68 percent less 

48/ than that of diesel electric trains. —    These lower horsepower ratings 

translate into greater fuel efficiency. 

Fuel efficiency Is also a function of modal tr^ range. Thus, while 

bases become more fuel efficient as range increases, trains are less efti- 

ctont (Figure 25).—'^ 

2.    Pollution Emissions 

Bus transportation possesses natural advantages over trains in 

terms of pollution emission as the former bums fuel more efficiently 

thereby tending to emit fewer pollutants. 

47/ B. at 48-50. 

48/ Id. at 53. 

49/ Id. at 237. 
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Figure 26 

TRAINS ARE INEFFICIENT USERS OF FUEL 

BY COMPARISON WITH  BUSES 

Lot Angeles - Son Diego, Miles per Gallon Fuel Utilization vs. Load Factor 
For Trains and Buses 

Great Circle 
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With the single exception of the New York-Washington route,— 

carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon emissions by trains have consistently 

been higher per passenger transported than those of any other common 

carrier modes (Figure 27). —'   The situation is exacerbated in the prin- 

cipal pollution-sensitive areas—' where trains emit more hydrocarbon 

and nitrous oxide pollutants than all other common carriers combined 

(Figure 28).   Moreover, on a per passenger basis, without regard to 

load factor, trains emit considerably more pollutants in all areas of the 

United States than any other mode of common carrier transportation 

(Figure 29). ^^ 

so/ The results over this route reflect Amtrak's use of electrical generat- 
ing plants. 

51/ Schott and Lelsher, Common Starting Point for hterclty Passenger 
Transportation Planning, (Astronautics and Aeronautics, July/August 
1975, p. 45). 

52/ Messrs. Schott and Leisher (See note 5, p. 28) define pollution- 
sensitivity in terms of relative concentrations of pollutants in differ- 
ent geographical areas experiencing the same rate of emission. 

5^ Schott and Leisher, supra, p. 46. 
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Figur* 27 
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Figure 28 
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Figure 29 
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V.        CONCLUSION 

Amtrak creates a dilemma, Iwt proposes no criteria to effect a 

solution.   On the one hand, it demands subsidy without preset limltationa. 

On the other hand, it insists upon total freedom to determine how that 

subsidy is to be expended.   Constraints must be imposed upon such un- 

bridled discretion.   Criteria must be established to govern Amtrak in 

accordance with Congress' wishes as embodied In the Amtrak Improve- 

ment Act of 1975. 

Although Amtrak has proposed neither constraints nor objective 

criteria to judge its performance, its failure to do so should not operate 

to foreclose consideration of these critical areas. 

We are proposing constraints embodying revenue criteria In a 

formula designed, first, to contain and, second, subsequently to reduce 

subsidy for Amtrak's operations.   The initial limitation, to be instituted 

in fiscal 1977 would authorize subsidy for Amtrak in an amount no greater 

than 50% of its operating costs.   This ceiling would insure that the tax- 

payer would contribute no more to the provision of rail passenger service 

than the user.   In subsequent years the taxpayers' contributions would be 

reduced as follows: 

Fiscal Year Percent 

1977 M 
1976 4t 
1979 ts 
1980 U 
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At tiie end of this period, Congress, presumably relying upon nine years 

of experience in subsidizing Amtrak's operations, vould determine 

whether subsidy support should be extended for additional periods.   U 

an affirmative decision were to be made on this issue. Congress would 

then determine the most appropriate division of subsidy between Amtrak 

and the scheduled airlines based upon its appraisal of the allocation 

which would provide the greatest benefit for the greatest number. 

Irrespective of the precise sutwidy formula that is finally 

adopted, it is clear that a formula must be imposed.   It is equally clear 

that Congress is obliged to assume responsibility for establishing the 

appropriate ceiling.   This is crucial since Congress determined to leave 

day-to-day operating controls to Amtrak's management.   Such delegation 

of authority, however, should not operate to divest Congress of oversight. 

In this regard, Amtrak's experience has demonstrated that economic or 

financial control is ineffective when exercised ex post facto. 

Consequently, subsidy limitations must be formulated in advance 

of authorization and appropriation of funds.   To do less would be both 

imprudent and impractical. 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 1 of 2 

AMTRAK PROFIT (LOSS) PER RPlrli'^ 

Fiscal Years 
Route 1972 1673 1974 1975 

-f^-........... 

N.E. Corridor 

.y.-..-..-...- 

M.Y.-Wash. (Metro) - - ( 1.68) ( 2.35) 
Boston-Wash, (Conv.) - • ( 3.73) ( 6.96) 
N. Y.-PhUadelphia - - ( 6. 25) ( 8.95) 
New Haven-Hart - 

Spgfld.*/ - - (30.77) (45.00) 
Harrisburg-Phila. */ - - ( 7.65) (13.52) 

Total ( 2.0) ( 1.5) ( 3.72) ( 6.25) 

Short Haul 
Chlcago-Oubuque . . (25.00) (23.81) 
Chicago-Milwaukee - - (21.69) (17.68) 
Chicago-St. Louis - - ( 4.96) (18.86) 
St, Louis-Milwaukee (U.4) (4.4) ( 7.66)3/ (18.45)3/ 
N. Y. -BuHalo/Detrolt (12.1) ( 7.1) ( 7.03) ( 9.26)- 
Chicago-Detroit (14.9) ( 8.2) ( 7. 72) (13.33) 
Chicago-Car tiondale - - ( 7.23) (10.31) 
Chlcago-Quincy ( 6.4) ( 0.7) ( 7.63) ( 9.50) 
Wash. -Cumberland (33.3) (56.6) (26.23) (26.23) 
San Fran. -Bakersfleld - (18.97) (38.00) 
Chicago-Port Huron - - - (17.44) 
Minn. -Superior - - - ( 8.34) 
L. A. -San Diego - - ( 6.01) (20. 57) 
SeatUe-PorUand • - (11.27) (23.57) 
Special Trains • - - 0 
Other Operations - - - - 

Total (12.3) (6.7) ( 8.55) (14.51) 

Long Haul 
Bosun- Florida ( 5.0) (4.6) - . 
New York-Florida . ( 4.32) ( 6.81) 
Chicago-Florida (15.0) (11.8) (10.06) (20.00) 
New Orleans-L. A. ( 4.7) ( 4.4) ( 4.23) ( 4.89) 
Seatae-L.A. - . ( 2.20) ( 6.59) 
SeatUe-San Diego 2/ (12.4) (4.6) ( 3.44)3/ ( 9.38)3/ 
L. A.-Chicago ( 3.6) ( 4.0) ( 1.93)- ( 5.31)- 
SeatUe-Chicago ( 4.7) ( 4.9) ( 4.70) ( 8.39) 
San Francisco-Chicago ( 4.7) ( 3.8) ( 3.35) ( 7.08) 
Houston-Chicago ( 8.4) ( 6.9) ( 5.24) ( 7.99) 
New Orleans-Chicago ( 5.8) ( 3.8) ( 5.19) ( 6.05) 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 2 of 2 

AMTRAK PROFIT (LOSS) PER RPM-'' 

Fiscal Years 
Route l57J is-Js •   1974 idfS 

... c. 

Newport News/Wash. - 

""•"••"••"""V 

Cincinnati-Chicago (27. 8) (14.8) - - 
Norfolk-Wash. -Chicago - - (16. 36) (12.61) 
N. Y. -Wash. -Chicago ( 8.4) ( 7.0) ( 4.29) ( 8.63) 
N. Y. -Wash. -Kansas 

City (28. 5) (11.8) ( 6.59) (13.35) 
St. IJOUIS-Laredo - - (16.16) (16.28) 
Other Operations (18. 5) (•J.l) - - 

Total ( 6.5) ( 5.3) ( 4.40) ( 7.92) 

International 
N. V. -Monff-eal . - . (15.88) 
Wash.-Montreal . ( 9.5) ( 4.72) (17.09) 
Vancouve r-Seattle . (18.0) (18.03) (34.09) 
Ft. Worth-Laredo - (20.0) - - 

Total - (11.1) ( 5.56) (17.81) 

System Total ( 5.4) (4.4) ( 4.55) ( 8. 24) 

1/   Revenue per RPM less fully allocated costs per RPM. 

2/   Includes San Diego-L.A., Seattle-L.^., and Seattle-Portland 
"     service. 

3/   For comparison purposes only.   Not included in total. 

*/    These two markets are included lit the total Northeast Corridor 
figures shown for F. Y.  1972 and 1973.   For comparable pur- 
poses they continue to be treated in F. Y.  1974 and 1975 as 
Northeast Corridor markets although Amtrak regarded them 
as short haul markets in their route analysis for 1974 and 1975. 

Sources of Revenues, Costs and RPM's: 
1975:  Amtrak 5 Year Plan, August 1975, Exhibit 6 
1974:  Amtrak 5 Year Plan, September 1974, Exhibit 3 
1973, '72:   Report to Congress on the tell Passenger Service Act 

of 1970, July 1974, U.S. DOT, Exhibits n-2 and 01-3; 
and 1973 Annual Report, NRPC, Feb. 15, 1974, p. 5. 
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APPENDIX A-1 

SUMMARY:  AMTRAK OPERATING FINANCES 
AND RPM'S AND PASSENGERS 

FY 1972 - FY 1975 

;orridor 6/ 
Short 
Haul 7/ 

Long 
Haul Infl Total 

Per 
c RPM Pax 

i $ 
1972 

Revenue 4/ 54.7 7.6 89.5 - 151.8 S.4 
Costs 4/V 70.4 23.7 211.2 - 305.3 10.8 
ProfltTLoss) 4/ U5.7) (16.1) (121.?) . (153.5) (5.4) 

% of Total Cbss 10.23 10.49 79.28 . 100.0 
RPM'B 1/ 793 131 1,890 - 2,814 

1973 
Revenue 62.1 8.2 100.3 3.3 173.9 5.4 
Costs 75.7 19.2 212.1 8.7 315.7 9.7 
Profit (Loss) (13.6) <11.6T (lu.S) (5.4) (141.8) (4.3) 

% of Total Loss 9.59 7.76 78.84 3.81 100.0 
RPM'S  1/ 911 164 2,106 49 3,230 

1974 
Revenue 81.3 15.8 138.2 4.8 240.1 5.5 $14.36 
Costs 123.9 43.3 261.3 9.5 438.0 10.10 26.26 
Profit (Loss) (42.6) (27.5) (123.1) (4.7) (1S'>.9) (4.5) (111.64) 

% of Total Loss 21.53 13.70 62.20 2.37 100.0 
RPM'S 1/ 1,142.5 321.8 2,798.6 84.5 4,347.4 
Passengers 2/ 10,166 2,290 4,048 213 16,717 

1975 
Revenue 86.5 20.4 130.0 5.7 242.6 3/ 6.3 $15.25 
Costs 153.6 68.7 317.0 20.5 559.8 14.5 35.18 
Profit (Loss) (G7. i) (48. 3) (1B7.0) (14.8) (siisys/ (8.2) ($19.53) 

% of Total Loss 21.15 15.23 58.95 4.67 100.0" 
RPM'S 1/ 1,074.2 332.8 2,360.7 83.1 3,850.8 
Passengers 2/ 9,677 2,484 3,491 261 15,912 

1/    In millions. 

2/    In thousands. 

3/   Excludes state subsidies of $3.9 million. 

4/   Millions of dollars. 

5/    Fully allocated costs.   Reported route costs plus corporate expense and interest allo- 
catcd among routes in proportioi to reported route costs. 

6/    Includes Harrisburg-Philadelphia and New Haven^ - Hartford-Springfield routes. 

7/   Excludes routes Usted in Note 6. 

Sources:   Revenues, Cost and RPM's:   Same as Appendix A. 
Passengers: Amtrak Press Releases. 
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Appendix A-2 
Page 1 of 2 

AMTRAK FULLY ALLOCATED COST,  REVENUE AND 
OPERATING LOSS, PER REVENUE PASSENGER MILE — BY ROUTE 

FISCAL YEAR 1975 

Total Fully 
Per RPM FuUy 

Fully Alloc. 
Profit"/ Cost!/?/ Allocated RPMs?/ Alloc. Revenue 

5/ Route Reported Cost 3/ (Millions) Cost!/ (Loss) 
 ($ Millions)  — (Cents)- 

Corridor 
N.Y.-Wash. (Metro) 43.7 46.7 333.2 14.02 11,67 ( 2.35) 
Boston-Wash. (Conv.) 70.0 74.8 537.4 13.92 6.96 ( 6.96) 
N. Y. -PhiUdelphia 20.8 22.2 162.1 13.70 4.75 ( 8.95) 

Total Corridor 134.5 143.6 1,032.7 13.91 8.13 ( 5.78) 

Short Haul 
Chicago-Dubuque LI 1.3 4.2 28.57 4.76 (23.81) 
L. A. -San Diego 8.7 7.3 27.7 25.99 5.42 (20. 57) 
Chi. -Milwaukee 4.4 4.7 19.8 23.74 6.06 (17. 68) 
Chi.-St.  Louis 8.3 0.9 37.1 26.68 7.82 (18.86) 
Seattle-Portland 3.9 4.2 14.0 30.00 6.43 (23. 57) 
N.Y.-Buffalo/Detroit 16.7 17.8 112.2 15.86 6.60 ( 9.26) 
Chicago-Detroit 7.5 8.0 43.5 18.39 5.06 (13. 33) 
New Haven-Hart.-Spgfield       3.0 3.2 6.0 53.33 8.33 (45.00) 
Harristnirg-Phila. 6.4 6.8 35.5 19.15 5.63 (13. 52) 
Chi. -Carbondale 3.8 4.1 26.2 15.65 5.34 (10. 31) 
Chicago-Quincy 2.2 2.3 15.8 14.56 5.06 ( 9.50) 
Wash. -Cumberland 1.8 1.9 6.1 31.15 4.92 (26.23) 
S. F. -Bakersfleld 4.1 4.4 10.0 44.00 6.00 (38. 00) 
Chicago-Pt.  Huron 2.3 2.5 10.9 22.94 5.50 (17.44) 
Minn. -Superior 0.2 0.2 1.2 16.87 8.33 ( 8.34) 
Special Trains 0.3 

73.7 

0.3 

78.7 

4.1 

374.3 

7.32 

21.03 

7.32 

6.12 

- 

Total Short Haul (14.91) 

Long Haul 
New urleans-L.A. 8.8 9.3 96.1 9.57 4.68 ( 4.89) 
Chicago-L. A. SS.1 38.3 325.2 10.85 5.54 ( 5.31) 
SeatUe-L.A. 11.0 33.4 182.1 12.30 5.71 ( 6.59) 
Seattle-Chicago 43.0 48.9 335.1 14.00 5.61 ( 8.39) 
S. F. -Chicago 29.3 31.3 242.8 12.89 5.81 ( 7.08) 
Houston-Chicago 13.5 14.4 110.2 13.07 5.08 ( 7.99) 
N. Y. -Wash. -Chicago 22.6 24.1 156.4 15.41 6.78 ( 8. 63) 
Norfolk-Wash. -Chicago 8.0 8.5 49.2 17.28 4.67 (12.61) 
New Orleans-Chicago 8.4 9.0 84.3 10.68 4.63 ( 6.05) 
Florida-Chicago 23.5 25.1 103.0 24.37 4.37 (20. 00) 
N.Y.-Wash.-k.C.-Denver    15.0 16.0 80.9 19.78 6.43 (13. 35) 
N.Y.-Florida 65.6 70.1 573.9 12.21 5.40 ( 6.81) 
SL Louis-Laredo 4.3 4.6 21.5 21.40 5.12 (16.28) 

Total Long Haul 296.8 317.0 2,360.7 13.43 5.51 ( 7.92) 



218 

Appendix A-2 
Page 2 of 2 

AMTRAK FULLY ALLOCATED COST, REVENUE AND 
OPERATING LOSS, PER REVENUE PASSENGER MILE — BY ROUTE 

FISCAL YEAR 1975 

Total               FuUy 
Costl/1'      Allocated 
Reported        Costl/ 
 ($ Millions)  

RPM'BI/ 
(MiUlons) 

Per HPM FVlty 

Route 

PuUy 
Alloc, 

Coeti/ 
Revenue 

— (Cents)" 

AUoc.    . 
Profit?' 
(Loae) 

International 

N.Y.-Montreal 
Washington- Montreal 
Vancouver-Seattle 

2.7 
14.8 
1.7 

2.9 
15.8 
1.8 

12.6 
66.1 
4.4 

23.02 
23.90 
40.91 

7.14 
6.81 
6.82 

(15. 88) 
(17.09) 
(34.09) 

Total fiitematlonal 19.2 20.5 83.1 24.67 6.86 (17.81) 

System Total 524.2 559.8 3,850.8 14.54 6.30 ( 8.24) 

Corporate Expense 35.6 

Total Expense 559.8 

NOTES: 

1/ "All operating and corporate overhead functional categories" are allocated among "Routes 
with the exception of general corporate office expense and interest" 

2/    Source:   Amtrak 5-Year Plan,  FY 1976-FY 1980, August 1975, Exhibit 6 

3/   Cost as in column 1 but with general corporate expense and interest ($35.6 miUion) allo- 
cated among routes in proportion to cost as in column 1 

4/    Column 2 divided by column 3 

5/    Revenue, Source re Note 2, divided by RPM's in column 3 
6/    Column 5 minus column 4 
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APPENDIX D 

AMTRAICS LOSSES •/ BY ROUTE 
NEW VS. OLD ROUTES 1/ 

($ Millions) 

Fiscal Years 
Route 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Short Haul 2/ 
New Routes 
Old Routes 16.1 11.0 

1.6 
25.9 

6.8 
41.5 

All Routes 16.1 11.0 27.5 48.3 

Long Haul 
New Routes 
Old Routes 121.7 111.8 

1.6 
121.5 

3.5 
183.5 

All Routes 121.7 111.8 123.1 187.0 

International 
New Routes 
Old Routes 

- 
5.4 

5.4 

4.7 

4.7 

2.0 
12.8 

All Routes - 14.8 

Corridor 2/ 15.7 13.6 42.6 67.1 

System Total 
New Routes 
Old Routes 153.5 141.8 

3.2 
194.7 

12.3 
304.9 

All Routes lii.5 UM i97.2 317,2 

1/   New routes (those inaugurated after 12/31/73) are -- Short Haul: 
Chicago-Dubixjue, Chicago-Port Huron, Minneapolis-Superior, San 
Francisco-Bakersfield; Long Haul: St.  Louis-Laredo;  Int'l: New 
York-Montreal. 

2/    Harrisburg-Philadelphia and New Haven-Hartford-Springfield routes 
are included in corridor service for comparability in all years. 

•/   All expenses allocated to routes, including general corporate expenses 
and interest. 

Source:   Amtrak 5 Year Plans, August 1975, Exhibit 6, and September 1974, 
Exhibit 3; and Report to Congress on the Rail Passenger Service 
Act of 1970, U.S. DOT, July 1974, Exhibit 11-2. 
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CHANGES IN UNIT REVENUE AND CXJST VS. CHANCT; 
IN TRAFFIC:   FISCAL YEAR 1975/FISCAL YEAR 1974 

Fiscal Years 
1974              1975 

Change 
1975 vs.  1974 

Revenue ($000,000) 240.1 242. t^' + 1.0% 

Costs ($000,000) 438.0 559.8 +27.8 

Loss ($000,000) 197.9 317.2^/ +60.3 

RPM-s (000,000) 4,347.4 3,850.8 -11.4% 

Per RPM - 

Revenue 5.52f 6.30? +14.1% 

Cost 10.07 14.54 +44.4 

Loss 4.SS 8.24 +81.1 

1/   Excludes State subsidies of $3.9 million. 

Source: Amtrak Five Year Plans, Sept. 1974 and August 1975. 
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AMTRAK LOAD FACTOR TO BREAKEVEN 
FY 1975    

Route 

N.E. Corridor 
N.Y.-Wash. (Metro) 
Boston-Wash. (Conv.) 
N. Y. -PhUadelpMa 
New Haven-Hart.-Spgfld. 
Harrisburg-Phila. 

Total 

giort Haul 
Chicago- Dubuque 
Chicago-Milwaukee 
Chlcago-St. Louis 
St. Louis-Milwaukee 
N.Y.-Buffalo/Detroit 
Chicago-Detroit 
C hlcago-Car bondale 
Chicago-Quincy 
Wash. -Cumberland 
San Fran. -Bakersfield 
Chicago-Port Huron 
Minn. -Superior 
L.A.-Saji Diego 
Seattle-Portland 
Special Trains 
Other Operations 

Total 

Long Haul 
Boston-Florida 
New York-Florida 
Chicago- Florida 
New Orleans-L. A. 
SeatUe-L.A. 
Seattle-San Diego 
L. A.-Chicago 
Seattle-Chicago 

Fully 
Allocated 

Revenue        Costs 
(TMllllonBl 

38.9 
37.4 
7.7 
0.5 
2.0 

86.5 

20.4 

46.7 
74.8 
22.2 
3.2 
6.8 

68.7 

RPM's 
(MiUions) 

333.2 
537.4 
162.1 

6.0 
35.5 

Load 
Factor 

.50 

.41 

.45 

.20 

.27 

153.7 1,074.2 

332.8 

.43 

.35 

Load 
Factor To 
Breakeven 

.60 

.82 
1.30 
1.28 
.92 

.76 

0.2 1.2 4.2 .13 .78 
1.2 4.7 19.8 .36 1.41 
2.9 9.9 37.1 .36 1.22 

7.4 17.8 112.2 .35 .84 
2.2 8.0 43.5 .43 1.56 
1.4 4.1 26.2 .39 1.14 
0.8 2.3 IS. 8 .32 .93 
0.3 1.9 6.1 .22 1.39 
0.6 4.4 10.0 .34 2.49 
0.6 2.5 10.9 .39 1.63 
0.1 0.2 1.2 .40 .80 
1.5 7.2 27.7 .44 2.11 
0.9 4.2 14.0 .42 1.96 
0.3 0.3 4.1 .48 .48 

1.18 

31.0 70.1 573.9 .54 1.22 
4.5 25.1 103.0 .40 2.23 
4.5 9.2 96.1 .50 1.02 

10.4 22.4 182.1 .52 1.12 

18.0 35.3 325.2 .53 1.04 
18.8 46.9 335.1 .50 1.25 

6>-oa4 o - la - i< 
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AMTRAK LOAD FACTOR TO BREAKEVEN 
FY 1975 

FuUy Load 
Allocated Load Factor To 

Route Revenue Coste RPM-s Factor Breakeven 
($ MUUons) (MiUlons)' 

San Franclsco-Chlcago 14.1 31.3 242.8 .50 1.11 
Houston-Chicago 5.< 14.4 110.2 .43 1.11 
New Orleans-Chicago S.S 9.0 84.3 .49 1.13 
Newport NewB/Wash. - 

Cincinnati-Chicago - - - - - 
Norfolk-Wash. -Chicago 2.3 8.5 49.2 .31 1.15 
N. Y. -Wash. -Chicago 10.6 24.1 156.4 .58 1.32 
N. Y. -Wash. -Kansas City 5.2 16.0 80.9 .40 1.23 
8t Louis-Laredo 1.1 4.6 21.5 .30 1.25 
Other Operations - - - - - 

Total 130.0 S17.0 2,360.7 .50 1.22 

International 
N. Y. -Montreal 0.9 2.9 12.6 .36 1.16 
Wash. -Montreal 4.5 15.8 66.1 .41 1.42 
Vancouver-Seattle o.a 1.8 4.4 .28 1.68 
Ft. Worth-Laredo - - - - - 

Total 8.7 20.5 83.1 .39 1.40 

System Total 242.6 559.8 3,850.8 .46 1.06 

Source:  Amtrak 5 Year Plan, August 1975, Exhibit 6. 
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AMTRAK PROJECTED VS. ACTUAL DEnCIT-'' 
($ MUUons) 

Projected 
Deficit 

Actual 
Deficit 

% Actual 
Of Projected 

1972 * X53.5 2/ - 

1973 124.0 4/ 141.8 2/ 114 

MT4 155.0 4/ 197.9 2/ 128 

M7B 238. 2 2/ 313.3 3/ 132 

1976 396.0 3/ - - 

1977 478.0 3/ _ « 

\l   Includes general corporate and interest expense. 

2/   Amtrak 5 Year Plan, Sept., 1974, p. 2. 

3/ Amtrak 5 Year Plan, August 1975, Exhibits 4, 6, 7, and 8. Includes 
$3.9 million in state subsidies for FY 1975, $5.9 million in FY 1976, 
and $6.6 million in FY 1977. 

4/    Report to Congress, the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, U.S. 
DOT, March, 1973, p. 99. 
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COMPARISON OF AMTRAK'S OPERATING EXPENSE PER RPM 
WITH OTHER TRANSPORTATION MODES, 1971-19741/ 

1971 1972 1973 1974 

Total Operating 
Expenses per RPM's 2/ 

AmtrakS/                  9.23? 9.W S.SOf 10.86f 

Airlines 4/                 6.19 6.07 6.34 7.25 

Intercity Buses 5/     3.35 3.54 3.67 4.06 

1/   Calendar years. 
2/   Based on ratio of operating expense to operating revenue and applied 

to passenger revenue per RPM.   (Subsidy payments have been ex- 
cluded from local service revenues.)  Costs shown are those esti- 
mated to be applicable solely to passengers. 

3/   Perl.C.C. Annual Reports. 
4/   Per C. A. B. Air Carrier Financial and Traffic Statistics Domestic 

Trunks plus Local Service. 
5/   Per Bus Facts 1974 Statistical Supplement, NAMBO. 
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FULLY ALLOCATED COST PER RPM FOR ALL AMTHAK SERVICES^' 

Fiscal Years 
Route 1972 1973 1974 1975 

4 

N.E. Corridor 
•as—-———-»—- r"""-"""""-"* 

H.Y.-Wash. (Metro) . . 12.02 14.02 
Bo8ton-Wash. (Conv.) . . 9.52 13.92 
N. Y. -PhUadelphla - - 11.25 13.70 
New Haven-Hart.- 

Spgnd. •/ - - 38.46 53. S3 
Harrisburg-Phlla. */ - - 12.93 19.15 

Total 8.9 8.S 10.84 14.30 

Short Haul 
Chicago-Dubuque - . 25.00 28.57 
Chicago-Milwaukee . - 28.04 23.74 
Chicago-St Louia - . 10.29 26.68 
St Louis-Milwaukee 16.4 8.9 14.87 3/ 25. 66 3/ 
N. Y. -Buffalo/Detroit 18.4 12.0 12.06 ~ 15. 86 ~ 
Chicago-Detroit 20.7 13.6 12.77 18.39 
Chicago-Car bondale . . 11.91 15.65 
Chicago-Quincy 12.5 6.9 13.19 14.56 
Wash. -Cumberland 40.0 63.3 29.51 31.15 
San Francisco- 

Bakersfleld . . 20.69 44.00 
Chicago-Port Huron - . - 22.94 
Minn. -Superior - - • 16.67 
L. A. -San Diego . . 10.44 25.99 
Seattle-Portland « . 15.32 30.00 
Special Trains • . - 7.32 
cither Operations - - - - 

Total 18.1 11.7 13.46 20.64 

Long Haul 
Boston-Florida 10.2 9.7 . . 
New York-Florida . . 10.03 12.21 
Chicago- Florida 20.7 17.8 14.58 24.37 
New Orleans-L. A. 8.8 8.4 8.55 9.57 
SeatUe-L.A. - . 6.84 12.30 
Seattle-San Diego 2/ 17.1 8.2 8.01 3/ 15.10 3/ 
L. A.-Chicago 7.6 8.5 6.61" 10.85 
Seattle-Chicago 8.6 9.5 9.41 14.00 
San Francisco-Chicago 9.1 8.2 7.78 12.89 
Houston-Chicago 12.2 10.9 9.10 13.07 
New Orleans-Chicago 10.5 8.5 9.61 10.68 
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FULLY ALLOCATED COST PER RPM FOR ALL AMTRAK SERVICEsi'' 

Fiscal Years 
Route ldl2 1973 1974 1&75 

- C-- 

Newport News/Wash. 

v 

Cincinnati-Chicago 33.2 20.0 • - 
Norfolk-Wash. - 

Chicago - - 20.97 17.28 
N.Y.-Wash.-Chicago 16.0 14.0 10.24 15.41 
N.Y.-Wash.-Kansas 

City 35.3 17.7 12.26 19.78 
St Louis-Laredo . . 18.18 21.40 
Other Operations 28.4 11.4 - - 

Total 11,2 10.1 9.34 13.43 

International 
N. Y. -Montreal - - . 23.02 
Wash. -Montreal . 15.5 10.46 23.90 
Vancouver- Seattle - 32.0 22.95 40.91 
Ft. Worth-Laredo - 25.0 - - 

Total - 17.8 11.24 24.67 

System Total 10.8 9.8 10.07 14.54 

y    These two markets are included in the total Northeast Corridor figures 
shown for F. Y. 1972 and 1973.   For comparable purposes they continue 
to be treated in F. Y. 1974 and 1975 as Northeast Corridor markets al- 
though Amtrak regarded them as short haul markets in their route analysis 
for 1974 and 1975. 

1/   Direct route operating costs; plus semi-fixed costs, general corporate 
office expense, and interest allocated among routes in proportion to 
direct route operating costs; divided by RPM's. 

Sources of direct, semi-fixed, corporate, and interest costs, and RPM's— 
1975 - "Amtrak 5 Year Plan," Aug. 1975, Exhibit 6. 
1974 - "Amtrak 5 Year Plan," Sept. 1974, Exhibit 3. 
1973 - Costs - "1973 Annual Report," National Railroad Passenger Corpo- 

raUon, July 1974, U.S. DOT, Exhibit HI-3, pp. 13-14. 
RPM's - "Report to Congress on the Rail Passenger Service Act" 
July 1974, U.S. DOT, Exhibit ni-3, pp. 13-14. 

1972 - Direct route costs calculated by subtracting direct route profit 
from revenue.   Revenue calculated by mult^lying revenue per RPM 
by RPM's. 
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FULLY ALLOCATED COST PER RPM FOR ALL AMTRAK SERVICKS" 

\l   (continued) 

Source:  Revenue Per RPM and Direct Route Profit - "Report to Congress 
on the Rail Passenger Service Act," July 1974, U.S. DOT, Exhibit 
n-2, pp. 5-6.   RPM'B - Ibid. , Exhibit ni-3, pp. 13-14. 

2/   Includes San Diego-L.A., Seattle-L.A., and Seattle-Portland service. 

3/   For comparison purposes only.   Not included in total. 
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COMPARATIVE REVENUE PER REVENUE PASSENGER IgUE 
AMTRAK VS. AIR (DOMESTIC TRUNK PLUS liOCAL SERVICE) 

AND BUS (CLASS I, INTERCITY REGULAR ROUTE) 

Passenger 
Revenue 

($000) 

Rev. Pass. 
Miles 
(000) 

Average 
Revenue Per 

RPM 

Amtrakl/ 

1971* 86,221 1,894,004 4.55( 

1973 IS7,9U 3,038,603 4.54 

IBT* 167,314 3,806,511 4.40 

1BT4 222,593 4,258,806 5.23 

Air 2/ 

wa 6,640,803 105,607,628 6.29 

im 7,454,717 117,089,356 6.37 

ivn 8,253,531 125,181,783 6.59 

ttn 9,601,358 128,424,402 7.47 

BUB 3/ 

1971 510,100 14,104,000 3.83 

1973 540,300 13,576,000 3.98 

197» 562,400 13,898,000 4.05 

1974 644,300 14,600,000 4.41 

1/ Source:  L C. C. Annual Reports. 

2/ Source:  C.A.B. Forms 41. 

3/ Source: "Bus Facts," NAMBO. 

* All years shown are calendar years. 
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NUMBER OF WEEKLY ROUNDTRIPS OPERATED 
 BY INDIAN TRAILS AND AMTRAK  

Number Of Weekly Roundtrlps  
Chicago-Kalamazoo Kalamazoo-Flint 

Indian Trails     Amtrak    Indian Trails   Amtrak 

Date of Schedule 
Changes 

January 1973 

June 1973 

September 1973 

October 1973 

June 1974 

September 1974 

February 1975 

AprU 1975 

June 1975 

September 1975 

October 1975 

November 1975 

58 

73 

60 

57 

77 

59 

59 

S9 
64 

52 

51 

50i/ 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

21 

21 

27 

27 

27 

28 

28 

SO 

50 

51 

SO 

50 

50 

37 

36 

42 

36 

36 

35 1/ 

Xf   In addition to the trips shown, 14 operate Chicago-Lansing-Flint 
nonstop bypassing I^lamazoo. 
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COMPARISON OF BEST ELAPSED TIMES ON THE 
CHICAGO-FLINT ROUTE, INDIAN TRAILS VS. AMTRAK 

Best Elapsed Times 
Indian Trails 1/ Amtrak 2/ 

Chicago 

Kalamazoo 
BatUe Creek 
Lansing 
Flint 

3:00 
3:45 
3:45 
5:00 

2:43 
3:20 
4:35 
5:49 

Kalamazoo 

Battle Creek 
Lansing 
Flint 

0:35 
1:45 
3:10 

0:33 
1:47 
3:01 

Battle Creek •• 

Lansing 
Flint 

1:05 
2:20 

1:15 
2:29 

Lansing 

Flint 1:10 1:14 

1/   Schedules effective Nov. 19, 1975. 
2/   Schedules effective Nov. 30, 1975. 
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CHANGES IN INDIAN TRAILS' MONTHLY BOARDINGS 
OVER THE CORRESPONDING MONTH OF THE PRIOR YEAR 

JANUARY 1970 - OCTOBER 1975 

• 
Percent Change Over Prior Year - Indian Trails' System Boardings 
1970 1971 1972 1973 Wti 1975 

January N.A. -0.2% -2.3% -8.4% +6.9% -17.6%*/ 

February N.A. +4.3 -4.5 -5.9 +7.5 -23.1   •/ 

March +8.6% -5.9 +4.1 -11.4 +9.6 -22.0   »/ 

April -fc9 +8.5 -5.3 -4.7 +3.1 -28.8   •/ 

&1ay 44.0 -1.4 -7.3 -5.7 +5.7 -16.7   •/ 

June +4.6 -0.8 -5.2 -2.0 +0.3 -18.6   »/ 

July +s.a +5.0 -12.6 -2.1 -S.6 -12.7   »/ 

August +0.9 +2.8 -10.4 +0.8 -5,0 -11.5   •/ 

September +4.9 +S.2 -8.2 -5.2 -6.5 -12.0   •/ 

October -1.5 +5.1 -11.3 -3.5 -8.9 •/ -5.9   1/V 

November -4.4 +1.1 -4.0 -1.5 -19.3 V 

December +1.6 -1.6 -0.6 -0.4 -11.9*/ 

12 Months 
Ended September +1.0 -4.4 -4.9 +0.7 -16.8 

Note:   Largest year to year losses underscored for each month. 

\l   Represents decline from a depressed traffic level. 

*/   Dates with Amtrak service for full month. 

Source:  Company Records 
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COMPARATIVE FARE HISTORY OF INDIAN TRAILS 
AND AMTRAK IN THE CHICAGO-KALAMAZOO/FLINT MARKETS 

Indian Trails Amtrak 
Kalamazoo     Flint Kalamazoo     Flint 

Prior to 
February 5, 1970 $6.35 $12.00 

February 5, 1970 7.00 13.20 

AprU 1, 1971 %$s 13.85 

May 15, 1972 7.W 14.55 

August 13, 1973 7.95 15.00 

January 11, 1974 8.05 15.15 

February 13, 1974 8.45 15.90 

June 7, 1974 8.60 16.20 

August 1, 1974 8.80 16.50 

September 15, 1974 $7.75 $13.50 

December 12, 1974 9.50 17.80 

December 26, 1974 9.30 17.45 

May 30, 1975 10.25 19.20 

July 1, 1975 1.19 13.45 

December 15, 1975 8.75 15.00 

January 9, 1976 8.70 14.95 
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COMPARATIVE TRAFFIC AND TAXPAYER ASSISTANCE 
YEAR 1974 

Passengers 
(000,000) 

Passenger- 
Miles 

(000,000) 

Tamayer 
boUars 
(JOOO) 

Assistance 
Per Psgr. 

Per Psgr. 
Mile 

AMTRAK 18 4,259 272, 700 14.90 6.40 i 

Bus-Regular 
Route, Inter City ISS 14,600 

Air-Domestic 
(Excluding Alaska) 
Local Service 
Trunks 

35 
ISO 

11,127 
121,314 

68,508 $ 1.93^ 0.62f- 

Other 1 

186 

677 

133.118 

2/ 

1/   If railroad buy-in payments were used for operating purposes rather 
~     than for capital Improvements, this figure would be reduced to 6.0f. 

^/   Approximately 32% of the Local Service Industry traffic moved over 
subsidy-eligible routes.   Accordingly, the subsidy applicable to sub- 
sidy-eligible traffic only would be $6.03 per passenger or under 2<f 
per passenger-mile. 

Sources:  AMTRAK-ICC Reports, Year 1974 
Bus - NAMBO "Bus Facts" 
Air - CAB 'Traffic Statistics" and "Financial Statistics" 
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Mr. RooNEY. Thank you, Mr. Currey. 

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM P. HIMBURG 

Mr. HiMBURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the op- 
portunity of appearing before this committee. My name is William P. 
Himburg and I am president of Indian Trails, Inc., of Owosso, Mich. 
I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you and to explain 
the impact of subsidized Amtrak competition on a small intercity 
bus operator. 

Indian Trails started in 1912 as a passenger and baggage transfer 
service between the rail-head at Durand, Mich, and the Owosso, 
Mich., hotels. It has over the years gradually expanded its regular 
route until it now serves over 82 stations and many more communities 
across the State of Michigan into Indiana and Chicago, 111., and 
also into Detroit from the "Thumb" area. Under its charter and tour 
authorities it serves Michigan passengers to all continental States 
of the United States as well as all provinces of Canada. 

Indian Trails is a relatively small bus company. Our gross operat- 
ing revenues in 1975 amounted to only $3,367,510. Our regularly 
scheduled intercity service is competitive with that of Amtrak. 
Gross revenues from that service in 1975 amounted to $1,604,728 
or 48 percent of our total operating revenue. 

Indian Trails owns and operates 36 intercity buses, the average 
age of which is only 4 years. The cost of a new bus is approximately 
$93,000. We want to provide in the future, as we have in the past, 
the best possible service in the most modem equipment available. 

At the beginning of this year Indian Trails nad 107 employees, 
including 49 drivers. The average number of persons employed 
throughout 1975 was 129. 

As shown by the chart on the easal, Amtrak's route between 
Chicago and Port Huron, Mich., is directly competitive with the 
maior routes of Indian Trails between Chicago and Flint, Mich., via 
Kalamazoo, Battle Creek, and Lansing. Amtrak's Chicago-Detroit 
service is competitive with our schedules between Chicago and 
Kalamazoo. 

Amtrak's competitive rail service over our prime routes was 
launched on September 15, 1974. Amtrak was required by section 
403(b) of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 to institute service 
between Chicago and Port Huron because the State of Michigan 
requested the service and agreed to reimburse Amtrak for two-thirds 
of the losses incurred in providing it. Since Amtrak was required 
as a matter of law to institute the service, I naturally do not criti- 
cize it for doing so. 

During 1973 and early 1974 Indian Trails provided 56 to 77 round 
trip schedules a week between Chicago and Kalamazoo and .50 round, 
trip schedules between Kalamazoo and Flint. Following the intro- 
duction of Amtrak's competitive rail service the frequency of our 
service has been curtailed, as shown bv attachment A to this state- 
ment. As shown by attachment B. the elapsed times involved in 
using rail and bus service are not significantly different. 
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Amtrak's competition has had a severe economic impact on the 
traffic and revenues of my companv. The next chart and attaclmient 
C to my statement show the decline in the number of passengers 
carried by Indian Trails since Amtrak inaugurated its service on 
September 15, 1974. The loss of an average of one or two passengers 
per bus is often the difference between a deficit bus operation and 
one that is profitable. 

Not only has Amtrak diverted traffic from Indian Trails but its 
depressed fare level has prevented Indian Trails from achieving a 
reasonable rate of retuni on the reduced amount of service being 
provided. The next chart on the easel and attachment D show the 
extent to which Amtrak undercut the fares of Indian Trails when 
it instituted service between Chicago and Kalamazoo/Flint. As a 
result of Amtrak's subsidized competition and its predatory pricing 
policy, Indian Trails was forced to lay off employees for the first 
time in its history. Our net operating revenues declined from $430,428 
in the fii-st three (juarters of 1974, before Amtrak commenced opera- 
tions between Chicago and Port Huron, to only $157,582 in the first 
three quarters of 1974. Our net operating revenue for 1975 was only 
$110,425 as compared with $355,917 for 1974 and $255,445 for 1973. 

Indian Trails operating ratio for 1975 was 96.7 percent which, 
by any standard, produces an inadequate rate of return. 

Amtrak lost approximately $1.9 million on its Chicago-Port 
Huron operation during fiscal 1975. The fully allocat«d cost of that 
service was 22.9 cents per revenue passenger mile, of which Amtrak's 
passengers paid only 5.5 cents per mile. 

While it IS true the State of Michigan has recognized the plight 
of our company by entering into an Operating Grant contract, 
effective November 19, 1975, for additional express bus service be- 
tween Saginaw, Flint, Lansing, and Chicago, at this time it certainly 
would be premature for me to indicate success or failure in this 
program. Past experience in this business normally requires many 
months of operation before any new schedule service can be 
evaluated. 

However, initial results which cover the peak traffic period of 
Thanksgiving docs show a substantial loss when compared to just 
average system "wheel" cost without evaluation of the inefficient use 
of men and buses necessary. 

I believe the Congress acted wisely when it included in the 
Amtrck Imprnvenient Act of 1975 a pi"ocedure under wh'ch 
Amtrak may discontinue passenger train service, including service 
required to be instituted by Amtrak at the request of a State under 
the provisions of section 403(b) of the act. I hope the Congress will 
permit that procedure to become effective, although I agree with 
other bus industry witnesses that Amtrak's criteria for the discon- 
tinuance of passenger train service should be made more definite. 

Amtrak did not voluntarily initiate the service which threatens 
the existence of Indian Trails. Since that subsidized service satisfies 
no significant public need and involved a wasteful expenditure of 
public funds, Amtrak should discontinue it if permtted to do so. 

Thank you. 
[The attachments referred to follow:] 
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[ATTACHMENT A] 
NUMBER OF WEEKLY ROUNDTRIPS OPERATED BY INDIAN TRAILS AND AMTRAK 

Number of wMkly roundtrips 

Date of schedule chenges 

Chicago-Kalamizoo 

Indian Trails Amtrak Indian Trails Amtrak 

58 U 50 0 
73 U 50 0 
60 14 51 • 
57 14 50 • 
77 14 50 • 
S8 21 SO 
59 21 37 7 
59 ?1 36 y 
64 ?7 42 j 
52 27 36 7 
51 28 36 I 

150 28 135 1 

January 1973  
June 1973  
Septambar 1973.. 
October 1973  
June 1974  
September 1974.. 
February 1975... 
April 1975  
June 1975  
September 1975.. 
October 1975.... 
November 1975.. 

1 In addition to Uie trips shown, 14 operate Chicago-Lansin|-Fllnt nonstop bypassing Kalamatoo. 

[ATTACHMENT B] 

COMPARISON OF BEST EUPSED TIMES ON THE CHICAGO-FLINT ROUTE, INDIAN TRAILS VS. AMTRAK 

Best elapsed times 

Indian Trails! Amtrak' 

2:55 
3:45 
3:50 
5:00 

2:43 
3:20 
4:35 
5:49 

i-M 

0:33 
1:47 
3:01 

1:00 
2:20 
1:10 

1:1S 
2:2* 
1:14 

Chicago: 
Kalamazoo.. 
Battle Creek 
Lansing  
Flint.  

Kalamazoo: 
Battle Creek. 
Lansing  
Flint  

Battle Creek: 
Lansing  
Flint  

Lansing: Flint... 

• Schedules effective Nov. 19,1975. 
> Schedules effective Nov. 30,1975. 

[ATTACHMENT C] 

CHANGES IN INDIAN TRAILS' MONTHLY BOARDINGS OVER THE CORRESPONDING MONTH OF THE PRIOR YEAS 
JANUARY 1970-OCTOBER 1975 

Percent change over prior year—Indian Trails' system boardings 

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

January  (i) 
February  (i) 
March  +8.6 
April  -3.9 
May  +8.0 
June  +4.6 
July  +5.2 
August  + .9 
September  +4.9 
October  —1.5 
November  —4.4 
December...  +1.6 
12 months ended September  

-0.2 - 2.3 - 8.4 + 6.9 1-17.6 
+4.3 - 4.5 - 5.9 + 7.5 1-23.1 
-5.9 + 4.1 -11.4 + 9.6 1-22.0 
+8.5 - 5.3 - 4.7 + 3.1 1-28.8 
-1.4 - 7.3 - 5.7 V:l 1 -16.7 
- .8 - 5.2 - 2.0 1-18.6 
+5.0 -12.6 - 2.1 - 16 1-12.7 
+2.8 -10.4 +   .6 - 5.0 1-11.5 
+3.2 - 8.2 - 5.2 - 6.5 1-12.0 
+5.1 -11.3 - 3.5 1- 8.9 11-5.9 
+1.1 - 4.0 - 1.5 1-19.3 
-1.6 -   .6 -    .4 1-11.9 
+1.0 - 4.4 - 4.9 +   .7 -16.8 

• Information not available. 
1 Dales with Amtrak service for full month. 
> Represents decline from a depressed traffic level. 
Note.—Largest year-to-year losses underscored for each month. 

^ce: Company records. 



239 

[ATTACHMENT D] 
COMPARATIVE FARE HISTORY OF INDIAN TRAILS AND AMTRAK IN THE CHICAGO-KALAMAZOO/RINT MARKETS 

Indian Trails Amtrak 

Kalamazoo Flint       Kalamazoo Flint 

Prior to Fab. 5.1970  J6.35            {12.00  
Fab. 5,1970  7.00               13.20   
Apr. 1,1971  7.35               13.85  
May 15,1972  7.70              14.55   
Aug. 13 1973  7.95               15.00   
Jan. 11,1974 _  8.05              15.15   
Fab. 13,1974  8.45               15.90   
Jun«7, 1974  8.60               16.20  
Aut 1,1974  8.80               16.50   
Sap. 15,1975  17.75 J13.50 
Dae. 12,1974  9.50              17.80  
Dae. 26, 1974  9.30               17.45   
May 30,1975  10.25              19.20   
July 1,1975  7.70               13.45  
Dae 15,1975  8.75 15.00 
Jan. 9,1976  8.70              14.95  

Mr. HiHBiTBO. Now, that is the substance of my prepared state- 
ment. I would like to just make a few personal comments and attempt 
to answer any (juestions you may have, sir, to acquaint you again 
with our operation. 

If we might flip back to the route map, the amount of service that 
the Grand Trunk presently runs, that is from Port Huron, Flint, to 
Chicago, is one round trip schedule. That was, as I said, initiated on 
September 15, 1974. They intend to institute one more round trip 
in April of 1976. This trip has been postponed because of a lack of 
equipment, but it is now my understanding it will be on and going 
in April. When the oi-iginal notice was made public of Amtrak's 
intent to operate, or reinstitute service on the Grand Trunk, they 
also published their intended fare schedule which naturally is sub- 
stantially below our present schedule. I, of course, made my feel- 
ings known to both the State and Federal levels. I might add that 
the State of Michigan was greatly concerned by the differential in 
fare and they did attempt to see to it that our fares were not 
jeopardized. 

I do have correspondence to that extent. However, the Federal 
Aintrak did prevail and the fares, as published originally a year 
prior to September of 1974, were placed in effect. 

I want to add also that our operating ratio for the last 5 years 
has ranged, up until or through 1974, has ranged from 19.7 to 96.2. 
For the last 12 months, September 30, 1974 through October 1, 1975, 
the direct operating ratio is 102.5. 

I arrived at that ratio by taking out—well, we do have other 
supplemental revenues other than tlie bus operations, to give you 
an idea of the direct ratio as we are affected. If we will flip to the 
last fare chart, this indicates our fare structure as we have raised 
our fares over a period of years since early in January, January 1, 

You will note how we have adjusted our fares both on Chicago- 
Flint and Chicago-Kalamazoo operations. It graphically shows how 
the lower fare was effected on Amtrak and, of course, in July of 
1975, we made the decision to directly compete farewise with 
Amtrak and dropped our fares to the same equivalent level. 

aa-o«4 o - 7< - IT 



240 

Of course, the decision to do this naturally was a very difficult 
one, because, based on our past experience, we had shown a reason- 
able rate of return. However, it was quite evident that we must 
compete and we must allow ourselves, or force ourselves to have the 
same fare, and we have, since that time, been experiencing losses. 

Mr. RODNEY. I wonder if you could give the committee the cost 
per mile busfare in an area that is not served by Amtrak? 

Mr. HiMBURO. In an area that is not served by Amtrak? 
Mr. RooNEY. Yes. 
Mr. HiMBDKG. Well, our fares, prior to Amtrak, were in the 

neighborhood of slightly in excess of 6 cents per mile. Now they 
came in at 51/2 cents, which caused us to drop back eventually to 
that mileage cost. I am not well versed in any other areas other 
than Michigan. 

Mr. RooNEY. Is there anybody else on the panel that wishes to 
comment on that? 

Mr. CuKREY. Yes. The cost per bus mile in the industry in total 
is right at a nickel a mile. If you visualize the map, the cost per bus 
mile varies according to two factors. 

One is geographic location of the country, having to do with the 
higher labor costs in some areas of the country, as opposed to others. 
So in some areas of the country the cost per mile might be as high 
as 6 or 7 cents a mile. In other areas of the country it might be as 
low as 4 cents a mile, if we were speaking in the southern sector. 
Moving out to California and the mountains, for instance, out of 
Denver, over the Rockies, you have a much higher cost per mile be- 
cause the fuel mileage is less. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Will you yield. 
Mr. RooNEY. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. SKXTBITZ. Why did you skip the Midwest? You jumped from 

coast to coast. What are the rates in the Midwest? 
Mr. CuEREY. They are probably close to that nickel a mile level. 

Congressman. I cannot give you a specific route. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Would it be lower or above the 5 cents? 
Mr. CuRREY. I would say they are right around the nickel-a-mile 

area through the middle part of the country, higher on the east coast, 
higher on the west coast and lower on the southeast. Here you see 
cost per mile directly related to revenue. [Mr. Currey pointed.] 

And these are just 1971 through 1974. You see that cost per mile 
overall is 4.1 cents and revenue was 4.4 cents in 1974 in the bus 
industry. 

And, of course, what has happened in the industry', vis-a-vis Am- 
trak, is that in those areas in which Amtrak is directly competing 
with the bus industry, the fares have dropped even lower than costs 
with no relationship to wliat the cost of providing the service is. We 
cannot operate that way, frankly. 

I mean we have to put fares in line with what the cost of provid- 
ing the service is. We do not see any particular pattern that estab- 
lishes the fare structure of Amtrak. It is clearly a situation that is 
out of control. 

Mr. RooxEY. Thank vou. 
Mr. HiMBURo. I would like to add one further point to the man- 

ner in which the Amtrak situation is operated in Michigan, particu- 
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larly with reference to the Grand Trunk, which is the operation 
which Michigan and Amtrak share in cost. The terminal costs them- 
selves are provided and paid for by the community and this was 
made quite clear when the service was initiated. 

Therefore, I feel quite confident that the total cost of this opeja- 
tion would be considerably more if these sales costs were taken into 
consideration. I know, from my own experience, that our terminal 
costs at our major terminals, namely Flint, Lansing, Battle Creek, 
Kalamazoo, Chicago, run in the neighborliood of 25 to 30 cents on £he 
dollar. 

If you intend to provide any type of adequate service to the cus- 
tomer, then this is a normal figure you can expect in properly render- 
ing that service. I am sure if these costs were taken into consideration 
by Amtrak, their costs would be substantially higher. 

ilr. RODNEY. Thank you. 

STATEMENT OE JOHN £. ADEIKS 

Mr. ADKINS. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to speak 
before this committee. 

I am John E. Adkins, executive vice president of Greyhound 
Lines, Inc. 

Greyhound Lines is the largest intercity busline in the United 
States. It is the recognized industry leader. We are proud to be a 
part of an industry wJiich has fostered and developed the finest high- 
way transportation system in the world. 

Although Greyhound Lines feels strongly that the intercity bus 
industry is capable of meeting most of this country's surface trans- 
portation needs, we are not opposed to Amtrak. We did not oppose 
its creation. Our success over the years has come from the strong 
recognition that public convenience and service are essential. This 
philosophy extends to the concept of all transportation modes—air, 
rail, bus—working together with each mode doing what it can ^o 
best. 

Each mode has its own inherent advantages. Each mode has its 
own opportunities. But each mode must pay its own way. The United 
States needs a balanced transportation system in which the service 
performed by the several modes fills a market need and has a reason- 
able chance of breaking even. 

Clear and definit* criteria should be established for operating pas- 
senger trains at a loss. No such standards appear in the discontinu- 
ance criteria submitted to the Congress by Amtrak on October 29, 
1975. It is not necessary to operate all trains at a profit or even at a 
break-even point. But if a train is operated at a loss, it should be at 
a predetermined loss per mile figure not to be exceeded and should 
show an improvement over a 3- to 5-year period. 

With the exception of the heavily populated Northeast corridor, 
there are very few routes operated by Amtrak today that will ever 
achieve break-even status, let alone generate a profit. 

In 1970, the Congress created The National Railroad Passenrrer 
Corporation, now known as Amtrak, as a for-profit corporation. On 
that basis, we welcomed Amtrak as a competitor and a potential con- 
tributor to a balanced transportation system. 
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As confirmation of our attitude toward Amtrak several of Grey- 
hound's top executives met with Amtrak officials here in Washington, 
D.C. to outline our views on how we could work together in the de- 
velopment and implementation of the intermodal concept which we 
believe is necessary to be responsive to public demand. 

We proposed interline ticketing arrangements which would permit 
a passenger to travel by rail and then to transfer to bus for the bal- 
ance of his trip not served by Amtrak. We suggested joint terminal 
facilities to expedite the transfer of passengers and baggage from 
one mode to the other and to reduce operating costs for both. We 
advanced the idea of coordination of schedules to make it as conven- 
ient as possible for travelers to avail themselves of combined serv- 
ices. We proposed a comprehensive leisure travel program using com- 
bination rail/bus service so that persons desiring to originate their 
trip by train could still reach and enjoy national parks and other 
travel attractions not directly served by Amtrak. 

We saw many opportunities for cooperation. Unfortunately, Am- 
trak's management apparently did not share our optimism. We did, 
however, persist and in June 1974 Amtrak finally agreed to the exe- 
cution of an interline agreement which provided tor the optional 
honoring of tickets over certain routes and the institution of through 
rail/bus ticketing. 

Greyhound vigorously pursued the goal of intermodal coordination 
and compiled comprehensive reference material for the use of Am- 
trak sales and reservations personnel. I am sorry to report the effort 
failed. Why ? Mr. Reistrup answered that question in September 19,75 
when he was asked the extent to which Amtrak had cooperated with 
the bus industry. Mr. Reistrup said, Amtrak had cooperated with 
the bus industry. Mr. Reistrup said, and I quote: "• • * I would say 
that it has not been as aggressively promoted as it should have been 
and it is largely Amtraks' fault * * * maybe there is a place for buses 
and Amtrak to get together for better transportation." Mr. Reistrup 
was correct, on both counts. Revenues generated by the interline 
agreement were virtually nil. There certainly is a plac for buses and 
Amtrak to get together. 

Encouragingly, Greyhound now has opened a new dialog with 
Amtrak on joint bus-rail service into the State of Maine, which is 
not served by Amtrak. Again, we will aggressively support the con- 
cept of intermodal cooperation. Our hope is that Amtrak will do 
the same. 

The news media has consistently quoted Amtrak executives to the 
effect that their basic marketing objectives are not to divert passen- 
gers from the buslines, or the airlines, but from the private auto- 
mobile. 

We have some doubts about the sincerity of their statements. Using 
tax dollars to support its operations, Amtrak has repeatedly reduced 
its fares below those of the buslines. One act of predatory pricing 
was in December 1971. in the highly traveled Northeast corridor 
where Amtrak cut its Boston-NewYork fare almost 22 percent and 
advertised "even less than bus." Since we had to protect our com- 
petitive interests, we were forced to reduce our fares belowe those of 
Amtrak. The result was not additional traffic from the private auto- 
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mobile, but a severe diminution in our revenue. These serious reve- 
nue losses have been paid for in loss of jobs by bus industry workers 
whose tax payments nelped create Amtrak in the first place. 

The same predatory pricing policy was followed with the intro- 
duction of the Lake Shore limited between Boston and Chicago last 
October where Amtrak lowered its fares below those of the buslines 
and even below the rail fares bein^ charged at the time Amtrak serv- 
ice on the route was discontinued m 1971. There was an obvious dis- 
regard for rapidly escalating costs which had taken place between 
1971 and 1975. 

We have been told that Amtrak's justification for the depressed 
fare structure on the Lake Shore limited was the fact that the equip- 
ment assigned to the route did not meet Amtrak's normal service 
standard; that it was an inferior travel product for which the pas- 
senger would not pay a normal fare. If tnis is true, conversely Am- 
trak should be charging premium fares on their turboliners between 
Chicago and Detroit and Chicago and St. Louis just as they are 
doing on the metroliners, which they are not. 

I would like to add here at this point that Greyhound, by having 
to reduce its fares on our Boston-Chicago and New York-Chicago 
route had to reduce its revenues $1 million alone, in order to meet 
these fares which had been established . 

If we maintain the same passenger level, we will have $1 million 
less revenue a year, simply because we had to meet that fare. 

We are confused by the inconsistencies in Amtrak's pricing poli- 
cies, and I suspect you may be, too. 

Effective February 15, 1976, Amtrak will again reduce the fares 
on their conventional trains in the Northeast corridor. These new 
round trip fares are based on 150 percent of their present one-way 
fares, considerably below those of existing bus fares. Again, we have 
estimated that our revenue reduction by meeting these fares will be 
over a quarter of a million dollars a year. Again, if we are to pro- 
tect our competitive interests, we must lower our fares and this we 
will do. 

Now, I would like to divert again and say I have just been in- 
formed February 15, Amtrak is reducing more fares—New York to 
Miami, for example; thev are putting in a round trip rate excursion 
for $99 and the present fare is $144. That is a $45 reduction or 31.25 
percent, and are reducing all fares to Florida from 18 to 31 percent. 

Chicago to Miami, the Floridian service, which we heard about, 
the one-way fare is normally $74 and they dropped it to $49.90, a 
$24.10 drop, 32.6 percent. They will have to generate 40 to 45 percent 
more passengers to make up for the revenue they are losing by cutting 
their fares. This will mean also, of course, we have to cut our fares, 
which means if we hold on to the same number of passengers, ojir 
revenue will drop and we can't afford it. 

Amtrak's actions will cost the bus lines badly needed revenue and 
the end result will be a layoff of employees—employees who will 
recognize the use of their own tax dollars to eliminate their jobs. 
There will be fewer tax dollars available to the government. Nobody 
can win a race to nowhere. 

What is the economic justification for rail passenger service for 
which operating costs are two to three times greater than passenger 
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revenues? How long can we expect the American taxpayer to con- 
tinue contributing hundreds of dollars to operate hopelessly unprofit- 
able trains? 

While these questions remain unanswered, the intercity bus indus- 
try which represents an economical, energy-efficient alternative finds 
its tax dollars being used to compete against itself. No industry, re- 
gardless of its financial base, or tne efficiency of its management can 
long survive in such an environment. 

As the economic base of the bus industry is threatened, also being 
threatened is the service to thousands of small communities through- 
out the United States served by bus routes on which traffic is thin 
at best and profits are marginal or nonexistent. Continuation of such 
service is frequently possible only because of profits obtained from 
through service between larger communities and from other bus 
services like charter operations and transportation of package ex- 
press. Erosion of bus traffic on routes served on a subsidized basis by 
Amtrak will result in reduction or termination of bus service to 
hundreds of communities not served by Amtrak. 

Nevertheless, something constructive can be done to put Amtrak 
back on the right track—on the track that we believe the Congress 
intended and that is to provide rail passenger service that the public 
would use and be willing to pay for. 

Is there a role for Amtrak to play in helping to solve our Nation's 
mobility problems? We believe there is. Because I am pointing out 
the shortcomings of Amtrak, you have probably concluded that I am 
of the opinion that Amtrak should be given a decent burial and 
forgotten. I assure you that I am not of that mind. 

We at Greyhound and I believe the bus industry as a whole, be- 
lieve that railroad passenger service, which contributed so much to 
the development of our Nation and of the entire transporation in- 
dustry, deserves a fate other than total extinction. 

We believe Congress should authorize Amtrak to discontinue routes 
and services so that it can be held responsible for operating within a 
budget. There should be no political pressures to operate rail service 
that is unnecessary and that cannot possibly pay its way. 

That is why I am respectfully recommending to this committee 
the acceptance of the position taken by the National Association of 
Motor Bus Owners (NAMBO) with regard to the specific revenue 
standard formula. 

Greyhound Lines affirmatively supports the NAMBO premise that 
in fiscal year 1977 rail passenger subsidies should not exceed 50 per- 
cent of the cost of operations and that progressive reductions of sub- 
sidies be made at the rate of 5 percent a year until such subsidies 
reach not more than 2.5 percent of Amtrak's operating costs. 

Certainly the adoption of such criteria would in itself require that 
Amtrak's service be limited to those routes for which there are serv- 
ice demands at realistic fares. 

Thank you for the opportunity to state our views. 
Mr. RooNEY. Thank you. Mr. Adkins. 
Now we will hear from James E. Reinke, vice-president of Gov- 

ernment Affairs. Eastern Airlines, who is a graduate of a college in 
my district, Bethlehem, Pa. 
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STATEHENT OF JAMES R. REINKE 

Mr. KEINKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
You already have a copy of my remarks and if you prefer, I will 

just make a few additional comments. 
Mr. RooxEY. You can do whatever you wish, Mr. Reinke. 
Mr. REINKE. Since you already received our statement, sir, I will 

make just a few comments. 
Originally, our primary objection, insofar as competition by 

Amtrak Metroliners in the Northeast corridor, the gentleman that 
just spoke about them putting in the Miami market a reduced fare 
of $95 a round trip and this is $45 one way, a lot of people think 
that because Eastern Air Lines is a pretty big outfit, for example, 
we carried over 27 million passengers for 18, 18.3 billion passenger 
miles last year and we serve a very large segment of the country, 80 
percent of the industrial part of the country, they think that we have 
lots of extra money. 

Nothing could be further from the truth. We have been impacted 
severely by fuel costs, and now we are getting increased competition 
from Government subsidized carriera which operate where plenty of 
other service is available. 

I would just like to mention in the Northeast corridor, where 
Eastern operates the air shuttle, we have, as competition right now, 
the superhighways, including the private automobile. Greyhound 
and Continental Trailways, Amtrak and the Metroliner, and there 
are 12 other scheduled airlines that have authority to operate between 
these terminals and on top of that we have a Government subsidized 
operation which operates below cost and charged a non-compensa- 
tory fare in competition with private industry. 

Mr. Chairman and Mr. Skubitz, I submit that is not equitable and 
I do not think that is in the public interest. Why should the people 
all over the United States have to pay taxes to pay a subsidy for this 
kind of service ? 

[Mr. Rcinke's prepared statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF JAMES E. REINKE, VICE PRESIDENT, EASTERN AIR LINES, INC. 

Eastern's position in this hearing is that rail transportation in the United 
States is a vital part of the economy of this nation and that it must be pre- 
served and strengthened. I refer to that portion of the rail industry which 
Is engaged in the transportation of goods and which—for the most part—can 
be operated profitably without government subsidy. Also its regulators have 
been reasonably responsive to Its need to adjust freight rates to compensate for 
rising costs such as fuel, labor and inflation generally. 

However, when the rails attempt to return to the business of carrying pas- 
sengers in direct competition to privately financed modes of transportation— 
using taxpayers' money to subsidize this competition, we think it is time to 
call a halt. 

During the past century the nation's rail transportation system has played a 
major role in the transportation of people and goods. However, as the nation's 
scheduled air transport .system matured and came of age. the overwhelming 
bulk of intercity passenger traffic has moved by air—with the exception of 
the private automobile and intercity bus services. 

There are good basic reasons for this development. 
First, scheduled air transport—even in high density, relatively short-haul 

corridors—provides fast, efllcient services to the traveling public at an equitable 
price to the user without the imposition of hidden taxes on the non-nser. 
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Second, no other form of transportation is able to provide this attractlTe 
combination of time savings, convenience, comfort and relatively low cost 
without imposing a tax burden on taxi^yers throughout the country in order 
to subsidize the very limited number of passengers who would elect to use a 
form of public transportation other than air or bus. 

Elastern, together with Continental Trailways, Inc. and the National Associa- 
tion of Motor Bus Owners, sponsors the exhibit which you have before you— 
Amtrak Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow—and our principal area of objection 
insofar as Amtralt's unfair competitive proctices are concerned is in the "North- 
east Corridor" where it is promoting price as its primary reason for using rail 
rather than the Air-Shuttle. Other reasons are stated in their advertising but, 
for the most part, they are without validity. 

We submit that every single argument advanced by Amtrak to Justify its 
incursion into the carriage of passengers—particularly in the "Northeast 
Corridor"—is efCectively refuted by our exhibit and hold to the basic concept 
that "no government service should be provided at taxpayers' expense to 
compete with services which are provided by the private sector." 

Mr. RooNET. Can I just ask, both you and Mr. Adkins, about pred- 
atory pricing of Amtrak and then mentioning "cheaper than the 
bus?" 

Mr. REINKE. I can tell you what the Amtrack fare is. We think 
that any time you reduce the fare below cost, it is predatory pricing. 

Mr. RODNEY. What do you charge to go from here to New York? 
Mr. REINKE. All right, Mr. Chairman, the fare one way for East- 

em Airlines is $33. On the Metroliner, coach, it is $23. On tlie Metro- 
liner, first class, it is $34.75. And bus fare is $15.75 one way. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Metroliner first class is what? 
Mr. REINKE. $34.75. 
Mr. RooNET. About the same as the airline? 
Mr. REINKE. A little more, $1.75 more. 
Mr. RooNET. You can't meet that competition? 
Mr. REINKE. What most of the people do, they track it closer, very 

few people on that would be willing to pay the extra to ride in the 
first class. They take the excursion. 

Mr. SKTJBITZ. Pardon me for breaking in, but what about bus rates ? 
Mr. REINKE. The bus rate is $15.75 one way. 
Mr. SKTJBITZ. I have $12.50. 
Mr. REINKE. Am I corrected on that, because I have the expert on 

my left. 
Mr. ADKINS. It is $15.75. 
Mr. RooNEY. Would that be considered predatory pricing? 
Mr. REINKE. I would not consider the bus fare predatory pricing 

if they are operating within their cost. If they are operating below 
cost, I would consider that predatory pricing. 

Mr. CtJRREY. Their loss per passenger-mile in that segment is 14 
cents New York to Washington on the Metroliner. The loss per pas- 
senger-mile is 14 cents per passenger mile on that corridor. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. For buses ? 
Mr. CTJRREY. NO, sir, Amtrak. 
Mr. REINKE. I would also like to say you probably read in the 

papers that Eastern Air Lines applied for subsidy. We are not alone 
in this. We have Pan American, TWA, Eastern, and Allegheny 
making application for subsidy and one of the reasons that we have 
stated in our application for subsidy is the competition which we 
are receiving from Government subsidized rail services. 
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Now, under the exsting law, we are entitled to it, providing we can 
demonstrate honest, efficient, and economical management. 

Mr. SKTJBITZ. Will the chairman yield? 
Mr. KooNEY. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. SKTJBITZ. YOU have provided one of the reasons. What are the 

other four reasons you are asking for your increase? What are they 
based on? 

Mr. REINKE. We are asking, or some of the other reasons are the 
delay and the difficulty in obtaining fare relief from the regulatory 
agency. There are a number of reasons. I cited this as one. 

Mr. SKCBITZ. I was under the impression there were about four 
reasons. I would like to have the others for the record? 

Mr. REINKE. We are talking about a proliferation of competition 
over routes, in other words, on some routes jyou have too many pigs 
eating out of the same trough and as a result everybody is starving. 

I would imagine my friendly competitors in the bus companies, I 
think the gentleman from Indian Trails indicated what the differ- 
ence of one of two passengers being lost can make in the difference 
between profit and loss. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. The third is increased energy cost, is that correct? 
Mr. REIXKE. Increased energy and increased labor, sir. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Thank you. 
Mr. REINKE. I think it is significant that the five largest airlines 

in the United States today report over a $200 million loss, and I 
would like to suggest if we don't want to see the airline industry de- 
velop into an Am-Air, that we should look at the competitive fac- 
tors that we have between the various modes of travel. 

I don't think we should have a subsidized mode competing with a 
nonsubsidized mode, if we are going to subsidize modes to satisfy 
the public convenience and necessity. 

Mr. RooxET. But you at the same time charge a fare twice what 
it is on Amtrak to get from here to New York ? 

Mr. REINKE. Yes, Congressman Rooney, that is correct. If Amtrak 
were charging a fare which is compensatory, which meets their cost, 
I think my argument would less impotrant. It is the fact that they 
are not charging what it cost them to provide the service and the 
government is subsidizing it. 

Mr. RODNEY. Mr. Reinke. in my district, we just developed, and I 
dedicated a $12 million terminal. How much does Eastern cgptrib- 
ute to the terminal ? 

Mr. REINKE. Well, Eastern and other carriers servicing the termi- 
nal practically paid for it. 

Mr. ROONEY. In what respect? What did you contribute as far 
as the mortar and brick of the terminal ? 

Mr. REINKE. AS far as mortar and brick of the terminal, every 
airport we serve, with probably a few exceptions, the landing fees 
and rentals are based on the revenues which they get from, or the 
difference between the basic revenues such as parking lots, restau- 
rants, and then our landing fees and space rentals make up the dif- 
ference, so that the public does not have to pay any of that. 

Mr. ROONEY. The public is paying for that, because it is set up by 
an authority and every taxpayer in my district is paying for that 
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terminal and not Eastern Airlines or any other airline. Certainly 
you should pay for landing fees. Who pays for air traffic controllers ? 

Mr. REINKE. The air traffic controllers are paid by FAA. 
Mr. RooNEY. Which is a direct subsidy to Eastern Airlines and 

every other airline in the country. 
Mr. REINKE. Could I say this, the pasesnger himself pays for the 

overwhelming bulk of the cost of these services and this is a direct 
tax, a ticket tax and this is the ADAP fund and that fund money, sir, 
is used to pay for the bulk of these airport improvements and used 
to pay for the bulk of these airport improvements and used to pay 
for the bulk of the airway services and the airway services are sup- 
ported and paid for by this. 

This is supported by ticket tax on the passenger, so the user and 
not the nonuser is the guy that pays for it. The nonuser is not sub- 
ject to the tab on that. 

Mr. SKTJBITZ. Will you yield, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. RooTTEy. Yes. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. You raised a very important point. Isn't it true that 

everything outside of the gate, the brick, the mortar, and everything 
inside the construction, is charged to the community and the airline 
pays nothing? 

Mr. REINKE. No. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. YOU only pay from the gate out with user fees and 

these I think insofar as the safety features, the care of the airport, 
outside and inside, and isn't that one reason why, in Pennsylvania 
they began charging, a year or so ago, a head tax to try to raise the 
money. 

Am I wrong on that ? 
Mr. REINKE. Oongresman, I can't speak for every airport, but I 

can give you a few examples where I sat in on the discussions. Dallas- 
Fort Worth, Boston, Philadelphia, they said, "Look, you guys, we 
are going to build this thing and you are going to pay for it." 

They told us that right to our faces. If our capital cost—when we 
have a part of a terminal building which we used, in many cases we 
have to put up the money and then pay for the rest of the terminal 
buildings by increased landing fees and rentals. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. It just seems to me that in the development of that 
legislation we said that the airport would not be chargeable to the 
airlines. The safety factors and things like that would be taken care 
of out of the ADAP fund. 

Mr. REINKE. The ADAP fund. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. SO you are actually being subsidized by the com- 

munity takiujg care of an airport. One of the biggest complaints I 
hear about airlines is that, once you reach the airport you have to 
wait so long for your baggage. 

Now, with the bigger passenger planes coming in, these carrousels 
are not going to be able to handle the baggage. If it becomes neces- 
sary to build bigger carrousels who will foot the bill? the airlines? 
or the airport community? 

Mr. REINKE. If I can go back to that again right now, insofar as 
Eastern Airlines is concerned, we pay the total cost of the baggage 
moving systems in the terminals. If we are going back 10 or 15 years, 
it may have been that this was the case. 
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Mr. SKUBITZ. I was under the impression it was true right now. 
Mr. REINKE. NO sir, we pay that right now. 
Mr. SKCBITZ. YOU may pay for the wheeling or transport up to the 

docking area where they unload them, but the wheel inside is a 
part of that. 

Mr. REINKE. No, Congressman, we don't get a free lunch from the 
airports any more. I don't blame them. What they do, they do float 
revenue bonds, but the revenue bonds are predicated on the revenues 
they are going to get from the airlines to pay for them. So we do 
pay for those. 

Mr. SKTTBITZ. Thank you. 
Mr. CuRRET. Congresman, may I say one thing about terminals 

with relation to the intercity bus industry. 
The intercity bus industry capitalizes, maintains and operates its 

own terminals within the revenue and expense criteria that you see 
presented before you. 

The only notable exception of where the industry does not capital- 
ize but rents its terminal is the New York Port Authority. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. DO you build your own stations? 
Mr. CTJRRET. We"actually build with capital dollars, our invest- 

ment dollars, and we maintain them and operate them. 
Mr. SKUBrrz. You didn't build the one in Pittsburgh, Kansas. They 

used to have a room and I didn't know if you have it any more oir 
not  

Mr. CTJRBET. In small towns, we use Commission agencies and 
those Commission agencies operate on a percentage of the tickets 
sold at that agency. 

Mr. SKTJBITZ. What percentage of your stations are on a lease 
basis, or that sort of basis? 

Mr. CTJRHEY. On that sort of basis, our total stations, probably, 
in Trailways, probably 50 percent of them, but accounting for a very 
much smaller percentage of the internal revenue basis of the 
company. In the total revenue base of the company-owned and main- 
tained terminals, 75 to 80 percent of the rvenue would be accounted 
for. 

I was involved at one time, if I may make one more note, in the 
financing of the Dallas-Fort Worth regional airport and in that 
instance the DFW airport authority sold revenue bonds and 100 per- 
cent of the amortization of those bonds is a result of direct charges 
against the airlines utilizing those facilities. 

In addition, the airlines themselves bult the extra hangar faclities 
that were used above and beyond the common terminal areas. 

That is the only one I know about personally, but I do know about 
that one. 

Mr. RooxET. Would you say, Mr. Currey, that all of the trans- 
portantion in this country is subsidized by the Federal Government 
one way or another ? How about our Federal interstate highways ? 

Mr. CuRRET. I think you have to draw a distinction between direct 
operating subsidy and capital subsidy. If one speaks of direct operat- 
ing subsidy, one is speaking of the money required to buy labor, fuel, 
pay Federal income taxes, and depreciate equipment. 

in terms of the direct operating subsidies, tnere is only one sub- 
sidized mjode in this country. That is Amtrak. 
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Now, if you wish to speak of capital subsidy, you may want to 
assert, and I think it would be normal, that the intercity bus industry 
is capitalized by reason of having that highway out there. 

The highway is supported and the highway system is amortized 
by the highway trust funds. The intercity bus industry pays 3 times 
the amount of its percentage total vehicle miles across those highways 
into the highway trust fund. 

So we are about on a 3 to 1 ratio there. Of all of the transportation 
modes, if one looks at subsidy operating-wise, we are not subsidized 
at all. If one looks at capital subsidy, we believe we are paying our 
own way, but if we are not we are certainly the least subsidized 
industry. 

Mr. BooNEY. I heard a witness testify the day before yesterday 
from the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Miller, that perhaps the best 
way to handle the problem as far as transportation is concerned 
would be Federal grants to the bus industry. 

Would you accept that ? 
Mr. CuKREy. I don't concur with Mr. Miller. I think the best way 

to handle this is to get a situation that is out of control under control 
and it seems to me that what must happen is that, as Mr. Adkins has 
suggested, there has got to be some operating criteria or limit put 
upon the subsidy or the taxpayer's portion of the bill that the 
traveller pays when he travels by Amtrak. 

It is absolutely absurd for the Nation to pay $330 or $210, let's 
say, in addition to what the passenger pays in order to get a pas- 
senger from Chicago to New York, I mean from Chicago to Florida. 

I don't believe it is in the national interest. It would in fact be 
cheaper to give each a bus ticket, if the Government really wants to 
supply free transportation to people from Chicago to Florida, say. 

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Adkins. 
Mr. ADKINS. I don't think I had a chance to respond to your 

question about the example of fares from New York to Washington, 
"Was that predatory?" 

Mr. RooNEY. I was going to get back to you, so I am glad you 
brought it up. 

Mr. ADKINS. I would like to, I don't have the exact history of how 
this fare comes to what it is, but you will notice our fare is 45 cents 
below Amtrak and it came about no doubt because we were aware 
of that point. 

Let me give you an example. I said the first instance that came to 
my attention was New York-Boston. At that time Amtrak had a fare 
of $12.75. They reduced it to ^.90 and said, "Even less than bus." 
At that time, our fare was $10.45. 55 cents under the bus, "Even |ess 
than bus." 

We in turn had to turn around and cut our fares to $9.65 making 
it 25 cents less than the rails. 

These things are happening. I can give you a detail of time after 
time this has happened and most recently in the Boston-Chicago 
route. 

Mr. RooNEY. What is the profit or loss for your Washington and 
New York run? 
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Mr. ADKXN'S. I have not got the exact figure on that. Boston-New 
York is one of our primary routes and we don't have it now. 

Mr. RooNET. Is it a profitable route? 
Mr. ADKINS. Yes sir, when you add in the package express plus 

the other, yes, but not very much. It is very thin, I would say. 
Mr. RooNEY. How many passengers percentagewise have you lost 

since the advent of the Metroliner between Washington and New 
York. 

Mr. ADKINS. I don't have those numbers. I can give you a state- 
ment to show the decline in our passengers. I do have, or I can 
give you the number from a study we made at the time Amtrak 
started in this Boston-New York corridor and I brought that with 
me. 

In the 12 months following that period, we lost $143,158, or we 
had less passengers, a decrease of 8.32 percent 

We had 20 million less passenger mues, decline of 8.05 percent. 
That is in the 12-raonth period following the advent of a heavy 
testing of a fare reduction. We can give you numbers in any area 
if you would like to have it. 

Mr. RooNET. I would like to have the number of passengers you 
have lost during the last 10 years, that is, from the beginning of 
Amtrak to the present day and 5 years prior to the advent of the 
Metroliner. 

Mr. WEBB. And I will supply those figures, Mr. Chairman, for 
the industry as a whole. We do have them. There is no way of 
showing, for example, that our failure to grow or our loss of pas- 
sengers is due to Amtrak. We don't know that they left the bus 
and went on to the train. But we have the figures and I will pjo- 
duce them for the record. 

[See letter dated March 1, 1976, appendix F., p. 260, this hearing.] 
Mr. RooNEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Skubitz. 
Mr. SKUBCTZ. Did the Greyhound company buy out Armour 

Beef? 
Mr. ADKINS. W have acquired the stock of that corporation several 

years ago. 
Mr. SKTTBITZ. Was it Greyhound stock? 
Mr. ADKINS. Yes, there was a transfer of Greyhound stock. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Did you lose any money? 
Mr. ADKINS. They are not losing any money; no, sir. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. That is a surprise to me. I thought all of the meat- 

packers were losing money except the ones in my State. 
What is the relationship between meatpacking and hog  
Mr. ADKINS. NO relation. Two separate companies. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Are you using profit from Greyhound, did you use 

those profits in order to buy Armour Beef? 
Mr. ADKINS. I would say certainly the strength of the Greyhound 

Corp. at that time and the fact they were able to do this. They trans- 
ferred Greyhound stock for Armour stock and the Greyhound Corp. 
had for several years been expanding their areas of other services 
and this is one they did. 
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I would like to say, though, certainly it has not weakened the 
Greyhound bus line. You know a lot of times, even in this great 
body here, there is some criticism of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. 

I would like to tell this group here that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission makes very sure that the Greyhoimd Corp. does not in 
any way use any of these assets of the Greyhound Bus Lines to assist 
the other members of the corporation. They see to it that our revenues 
and income are closely checked. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. I don't think the gentleman from the air lines has 
completed his testimony. Have you? 

Mr. REINKE. Yes, sir; unless you have questions you want to ask? 
Mr. RooNEY. Is Eastern a conglomerate? 
Mr. REINKE. No, sir; we are not a conglomerate. We own some 

hotel properties, a hotel in Puerto Rico and as a matter of fact it 
resulted in about a $3 million a year cash drain and we hope tliey 
will be sold within the next 2 months. We wrote them down in value 
$17 million last year, because we wrote them down to what we 
thought we could get for them. 

Mr. RooNEY. I do have some additional questions which I will 
send to Mr. Webb and the record will remain open unless Mr. Skubitz 
has no further questions. 

[The following letters and attachments were received for the 
record:] 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MOTOR BUS OWNERS, 
Washington, D.C., February 23, 1976. 

Hon. FRED B. ROONET., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation and Commerce, Committee on Inter- 

gtate and Foreiffn Commerce, House of Representatives, Washington, B.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN :  In accordance with your request, I am pleased to 

submit herewitli answers to tlie five questions propounded to NAMBO follow- 
ing the close of bearings before your subcommittee on Amtralc discontinuance 
criteria. 

If you have any further questions please let me know. 
Sincerely yours, 

CHARLES A. WEBB, 
President. 

Enclosure. 
QUESTIONS FOB NAMBO 

Question 1. You state on page two of your testimony that Amtrak has an 
apparent lack of concern about the magnitude of its losses. Granted that 
Amtrak's losses are large and growing higher each year, but is it fair to 
say that Amtrak lacks concern about their losses? 

Answer. I did not mean to imply Amtrak's management is not concerned 
about eliminating losses resulting from inefflcient operational or personnel 
practices but that It has given no indication that It favors reducing the 
magnitude of its losses by the discontinuance of those routes which incur the 
heaviest deficits and fill no perceptible transportation need. 

Question 2. You state on page five of your testimony that trains emit more 
pounds of carbon monoxide, hydrocarbon, and nitrous oxide than any other 
mode. Amtrak criteria, however, based on EPA methodologies, consider five 
pollutants. Do you have comparability statistics for the other two pollutants 
from your study as a parochial bias? 

Answer. First, I do not have comparability statistics for "the other two 
pollutants."  (particnlates and sulphur oxides)   However, I would give little 
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consideration to emission comparisons even if intercity buses were shown to 
be superior in all five pollution emission comparisons. The reason is that dif- 
ferences in the emission of pollutants among the several transportation modes 
can never be large enough to have any significant bearing on whether a 
particular Amtrak route or service should be added or discontinued. 

Question 3. On page five you further state that the proposed criteria for 
"Impact on Personal Safety" is Insignificant because the safety record of 
alternative common carrier modes is comparable. Do you not believe that it 
is reasonable for Amtrak to compare its safety record to that of autos since 
Amtrak thinks most of its passengers are drawn from or will turn to autos? 

Answer. Yes, it is reasonable for Amtrak to compare its safety record with 
that of the private automobile. Although Amtrak's safety record is superior, 
Its superiority is not large enough ni terms of lives saved and injuries avoided 
to have any significant bearing on whether a particular Amtrak route or 
service should be added or discontinued. 

In the case of a hypothetical Amtrak route 200 miles in length served by 
one train in each direction each day of the year and averaging 100 passengers 
In load, total passenger miles traveled on the route would be 14,600,000 for 
the year. At the Amtrak passenger fatality rate of 0.076 fatalities per 100 
million passenger miles (see my answer to question 5), there might be ex- 
pected to be one fatality in about 90 years. For an equivalent volume of 
automobile travel one fatality in four years could be expected or one in 
seven years for automobile travel on turnpikes. A projected saving of 10 or 20 
lives over a 90-year period would not be insignificant, of course, but it should 
not be assumed that the tens of millions of dollars appropriated to support 
railroad passenger train service over a particular route would not save as 
many or more lives if devoted to medical research, highway or aviation 
safety, or other worthwhile Federal programs. 

Question i. As with previous witnesses, you are critical of Amtrak's pro- 
posed criteria because it does not provide for a "priority routing system." As 
I have asked previous witnesses, do you believe this deficiency is sufficient to 
warrant Congress disapproving the proposed criteria? 

Answer. No. Approval of the proposed criteria, vague and Indefinite though 
they are, would enable Amtrak to discontinue routes and service on the basis 
of managerial judgment, whereas the existing discontinuance procedure, is 
unrealistic. The existing section 13a procedure was designed to provide relief 
for railroads organized for profit, but Amtrak is a for-proflt corporation in 
name only. 

Actually, the "priority ranking system" called for by sub-paragraph (F) 
of section 404(c) (1) is not a criterion even though so described in the statute. 
Use of the criteria listed in sub-paragraphs (A) through (E) should produce 
a "priority ranking system". In my opinion, the intent of the statute would 
be satisfied if Amtrak were to submit to the Congress at any time in the 
reasonably near future a "priority ranking system" developed from the use 
of its proposed criteria. 

Question 5. With regard to your statement that the safety records of com- 
mon carriers are comparable, do you have any statistics to support this state- 
ment? Amtrak indicated that although it has had a number of accidents, it 
has not had a fatality in three years. How does the record compare with 
buses on a per passenger mile basis? 

Answer. Statistics reported in the publication, "Accident Facts" of the 
National Safety Council on the safety records of common carriers and the 
private automobile have already been submitted for the record but a copy is 
enclosed for convenient reference. 

With respect to the second part of the question, Amtrak reported to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission for calendar years 1971 trhough 1974 a 
total of 12 fatalities of passengers, crew members, and pass riders. If it Is 
assumed that 10 of these persons were passengers, the passenger fatality 
rate for those years was 0.076 fatalities per 100 million passenger miles. 

Enclosure. 
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ACCIDENT  DEATH   RATES  IN   PASSENGER  TRANSPORTATION i-PASSENGER  FATALITIES   PER  100  MILLION 
PASSENGER MILES' 

Domestic operations (3-yr average rates) 

Railroads Airlines 

1956-58  0.09 2.5 0.18 0.38 
1957-59  .12 2.4 .13 
1958-60„  .10 2.3 .18 
1959-61  .09 2.2 .10 
1960-62  .08 2.2 .13 
1961-63  .14 2.2 .10 
1962-64.„  .14 2.3 .09 
1963-65  .18 2.4 .06 
1964-66  .13 2.4 .09 
1965-67  .14 2.4 .10 
1966^  .11 2.4 .12 
1967-69  .11 2.4 .09 
1968-70  .08 2.2 .09 
1969-71 ^  .05 2.1 .12 
1970-72  .09 2.0 .28 
1971-73  .14 1.8 .28 
1972-74  .13 1.6 .21 

> The following qualifications apply: Buses include only intercity operations (regular route and charter) of all class I 
bus carriers reporting to the ICO and the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety of the Federal Highway Administration, auto- 
mobiles include taxis, railroads include only "railroad passenger trains," and airlines include only scheduled air transport 
planes. 

• Excluding drivers or operating crews, except in the use of automobiles. 

Source: "Accident Facts," National Safety Council, Chicago, except rates for intercity buses, which era derived by 
NAMBO from ICC and Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety data. 

GBEYHOUND LINES, INC., 
Phoenix, Ariz., March 1, 1976. 

Mr. WILLIAM EOTACS, 
Chief Counsel, 
Subcommittee on Transportation and Commerce, 
Washington, B.C. 

DEAR MR. KOVACB : NAMBO has passed to me the questions which you asked 
that I respond to, as follows: 

1. On page two of your testimony, you state that the criteria should con- 
tain a predetermined loss per mile figure not to be exceeded. What do yon 
believe this loss figure should be? 

As I stated on page 8 of my statement, we support the NAMBO position 
which would require that in fiscal year 1977. rail passenger subsidies should 
not exceed 50% of the cost of operations and that progressive reductions of 
subsidies be made at the rate of 5% a year until such subsidies reach not 
more than 25% of Amtrak's operating costs. Based on the latest information 
I have, which Is fiscal year 1975, Amtrak's system cost per passenger mile was 
14.5tf. Their system revenue per passenger mile was 6.3«', resulting in a deficit 
of 8.2^ per passenger mile. My proposal, if applicable to fiscal year 1975, 
would limit the Amtrak subsidy to 7.25^ per passenger mile which is one-half 
of the system costs per passenger mile. 

1 further stated that there should be improvement over a three to five 
year period. NAMBO's proposal, which we support, would require that the 
percent of operating costs to be subsidized would be decreased from 50% by 
6% a year until the subsidy reached not more than 25%. 

2. On page five of your testimony you make the point that Amtrak has re- 
peatedly reduced its fares below those of the bus lines and uses predatory 
pricing in the corridor. Is it not correct that Amtrak charges $23 l>etween 
Washington and New York whereas you charge $15? Surely, you could be 
competitive price-wise without this large a spread. 
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It Is correct that Amtrak charges $23 between Washington and New York 
on their Metroliner trains. However, the Metroliner fare is not the one in 
question. Amtrak's regular fare between Washington and New York is only 
$16 and is applicable to 22 trains daily, including their newest equipment— 
Amfleet. There are 30 Metroliners operating between these same points. At- 
tached you will find Appendices A - E which provide examples of Amtrak's 
predatory pricing practices. You will note that on June 11, 1072 they reduced 
their fare between New York and Washington from $13 to $11.25 on all trains 
excluding the Metroliners. The bus fare at that time was $11.80, therefore, 
it was necessary that we reduce our fare to $11.00 to be competitive. Since 
that time, because of Increased costs, the bus lines and Amtrak have increased 
their fares between these points to where Amtrak's fare is $16 and the bus 
fare is $15.75. 

The bus industry has applied to the ICC to increase its fares 6%, effective 
April 1, 1976. That would increase our one-way fare from $15.75 to $16.70, 
however, we will have to hold this fare down to $15.95 so as not to exceed 
Amtrak's $16 fare. Amtrak testified that they are also facing inflationary 
pressures and that they will have to seek additional subsidies to meet these 
coats. The bus lines can only secure additional revenues from its passengers. 

I call your particular attention to Appendix D which gives some examples 
of reduced off-peak excursion fares inaugurated by Amtrak on February 15. 
These fares will be applicable at all times except between noon and 6:00 
p.m. on Fridays and Sundays. Please not that this round-trip excursion 
fare between New York and Washington is only $24, or $1.00 more than the 
one-way New York-Washington Metroliner fare. 

3. With further regard to the question of fares, are bus fares commensurate 
with its costs? Amtrak contends that wherever buses compete with Amtrak 
the charges per mile are comparable for the two modes, whereas on routes 
on which tlie two modes do not compete the charge per mile for buses is 
substantially higher than those for its other routes. 

We attempt to always establish fares commensurate with costs, however, 
because of Amtrak's pricing practices we have not been able to place fare In- 
creases into effect in many areas where we are competitive with Amtrak. 
Again, I refer you to Appendices A - E as exanples of where we have had to 
hold down fares in order to remain competitive with Amtrak. In those areas 
where we have held down our fares so as not to exceed Amtrak, certainly 
the charge per mile is comparable to that charged by Amtrak. 

This is the real key to our problem with Amtrak. The bus lines must re- 
cover their increases in cost from their passengers whereas Amtrak more and 
more is seeking to secure their increased cost.s from the public coffers. By 
so doing, they are able to maintain an artificial fare level not in any way 
related to their operating co.sts. This, in turn, requires the bus lines, in order 
to remain competitive to hold their fares down, depriving them of needed 
revenue which threatens the economic base of the bus industry. If Amtrak 
Is permitted to continue to maintain an artificial fare level, bus service to 
thousands of -small communities throughout the United States served by bus 
routes on which traffic is thin and at best profits are marginal or non-existent, 
will be reduced or terminated. 

During the proceedings.  Congressman Rooney  requested that I  supply  the 
committee with the number of passenger miles for Greyhound  for the five 
years prior to and the five years subsequent to Amtrak's commencing opera- 
tions. This information is contained on Appendix F, attached. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHK E. ADKINS, 

Executive Vice President. 
Attachments: 

68-084 O - 76 - 18 
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[APPENDIX A] 
EXAMPLES OF SOME OF THE MAJOR POINTS WHERE BUS FARES HAVE BEEN REDUCED BECAUSE OF AMTRAK'S 

REDUCTION OF RAIL FARES 

BatwMti 

One-way fares shown 

Amtrak (are 

Before 
reduction Dec. 1,1971 

Bus tare 

Before 
reduction Dec. 1,1971 

New York, N. Y., and Boston, Mass. »12.75               t9.90 »0.45 $9.65 

Before 
reduction   June 11,1972 

Before 
reduction June 11,1972 

New York, N.Y., and Washington, B.C.. 
Boston, Mass., and Washington, D.C... 
New York, N.Y., and Harrisourg, Pa... 
New York, N.Y., and Rochester, N.Y... 
New York, N.Y., and Syracuse, N.Y... 
New York, N.Y., and Utica, N.Y  
Newark, N.J., and Harrlsburg Pa  
Chicago, III., and Ann Arbor Mich  
Chicago, III, and Jackson, Mich  
Chicago, IIL, and Detroit, Mich  

$13.00 til. 25 $11.80 $11.00 
26.65 21.15 22.55 20.65 
11.80 9.00 9.75 8.95 
19.25 17.50 17.50 17.45 
15.00 13.50 14.45 13.45 
12.50 11.50 12.95 11.45 
11.30 8.75 9.25 8.70 
U.25 11.50 12.75 11.45 
12.00 9.75 10.75 9.70 
16.25 13.00 13.35 12.95 

Before 
reduction   Apr. 29,1973 

Before 
reduction May 11,1973 

Washington, D.C, and Hartford. Conn.... 
Boston, Mass., and Newark, N.J  
Boston, Mass., and Trenton, N.J  
Boston, Mass., and Philadelphia, Pa  
Washington, D.C, and Chicago, III  
Washington, D.C, and Gary Ind  
Washington, D.C, and Pittsburgh, Pa  
Washington, D.C, and Indianapolis, Ind. 
Washington, D.C, and Columbus, Ohio... 
Chicago, III., and Harrisburg, Pa  
Chicago, III., and Philadelphia, Pa  
Chicago, IIL, and Pittsburgh, Pa  

(19.25 $17.50 $17.60 $17.45 
13.50 10.65 11.85 10.60 
16.25 13.40 14.35 13.35 
17.75 15.15 15.95 15.10 
44.35 35.00 35.65 34.75 
44.35 35.00 34.90 34.75 
17.55 14.00 13.85 13.75 
37.25 29.50 30.40 29.25 
29.10 22.50 22.70 22.25 
41.60 32.50 32.30 32.25 
51.60 37.00 36.95 36.75 
28.10 22.00 21.95 21.75 

Before 
reduction  Apr. 29,1973 

Before 
reduction Kay 11,1973 

Indianapolis, Ind., and Baltimore, Md... 
Indianapolis, Ind., and Kansas City, Mo.. 
Indianapolis, Ind., and St. Louis, Mo  
Indianapolis, Ind., and New York, N.Y... 
Indianapolis, Ind., and Columbus, Ohio.. 
Indianapolis, Ind., and Pittsburgh Pa... 
Columbus, Ohio, and Baltimore, Md  
Columbus, Ohio, and Kansas City, Mo  
Columbus, Ohio, and St. Louis, Mo  
Columbus, Ohio, and Pittsburgh, Pa  
Columbus, Ohio, and New York, N.Y  
Pittsburgh, Ps., and St. Louis, Mo  
Pittsburgh, Pa., and Kansas City, Mo  
Savannah, Ga., and New York, N.Y  

$39.75 $29.50 $30.40 $29.25 
27.10 21.00 22.40 20.75 
15.05 12.00 12.50 11.75 
50.25 37.00 37.80 36.75 
11.05 8.50 9.20 8.25 
22.60 17.50 18.05 17.25 
29.10 22.50 22.70 22.25 
37.90 29.00 31.05 28.75 
25.85 20.00 20.70 19.75 
11.55 9.00 9.95 8.75 
37.10 29.00 29.75 28.75 
36.60 28.50 29.65 28.25 
48.65 38.00 38.25 37.75 
38.56 37.00 37.35 36.95 
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[APPENDIX D) 
COMPARISON OF AMTRAK OFF-PEAK ROUND TRIP COACH EXCURSION FARES ON THE BOSTON/SPRINGFIELD, 

MASS.-WASHINGTON, D.C. LINES, THE BUS LINES REGUUR FARES AND REDUCED FARES NECESSARY TO REMAIN 
COMPETITIVE WITH AMTRAK EFFECTIVE FEB. 15, 1976 

Between 

Amtrak fare Bus line! Amount of 
reduction 

OR peak Regular Reduced to remain 
Round trip round trip round trip round trip competitive 

with Amtrak coach fare coach fare fare fare 

H6.00 J12.00 J15.15 $11.95 $3.20 
31.00 23.50 27.75 21.90 5.85 
45.50 34.50 40.20 31.75 8.45 
27.00 20.50 23.85 18.85 5.00 
16.50 12.50 15.30 12.10 3.20 
14.50 11.00 13.05 10.30 2.75 
28.00 21.00 24.65 19.45 5.20 
32.00 24.00 29.95 23.65 6.30 
15.00 11.50 13.60 10.75 2.85 
20.00 15.00 17.50 13.80 3.70 
7.00 5.30 6.10 4.80 1.30 

Boston, Mass., and New London, Conn... 
Boston, Mass., and New York, N.Y  
Boston, Mass., and Philadelphia, Pa  
New York, N.Y., and Providence, R.I  
New York, N.Y., and Hartford, Conn  
New York, N.Y., and Philadelphia, Pa.... 
New York, N.Y., and Baltimore, Md  
New York, N.Y., and Washington, D.C... 
Philadelphia, Pa., and Baltimore, Md  
Philadelphia, Pa., and Washington, D.C. 
Baltimore, Md., and Washington, D.C  

[APPENDIX E] 
COMPARISON OF SOME AMTRAK ONE-WAY REDUCED FARES BETWEEN CHICAGO. ILL, ON THE ONE HAND, AND 

MIAMI, ORLANDO/ST. PETERSBURG, FLA., ON THE OTHER AND THE AMOUNT OF REDUCTION ON ONE-WAY BUS 
FARES NECESSARY TO REMAIN COMPETITIVE WITH AMTRAK EFFECTIVE FEB. 15, 1976. 

Amtrak fares Bus fares 

Between 
Regular one- 

way fare 
Reduced one- 

way fare 
Regular one- 

way fare 
Reduced one- 

way fare 

Amount of 
reduction to 

meet Amtrak 
reduced fare 

Chicago, IIL, and Miami, Fla  
Chicago, III., and Tampa, Fla  
Chicago, III., and Orlando, Fla  
Chicago, III., and Jacksonville, Fla.... 

$74.00 
67.00 
63.00 
56.00 

$49.90 
49.90 
49.90 
49.90 

$68.90 
62.00 
60.25 
54.85 

$49.85 
49.85 
49.85 
49.85 

$19.05 
12.15 
10.40 
5.00 

COMPARISON OF SOME AMTRAK ROUND-TRIP EXCURSION FARES EFFECTIVE FEB. 15,1976, ON THEIR NASHVILLE, 
TENN.-MIAMI/ST. PETERSBURG, FLA. ROUTE AND THE AMOUNT OF REDUCTION ON ROUND TRIP BUS FARES 
NECESSARY TO REMAIN COMPETITIVE WITH AMTRAK. 

Between 

Amtrak fares Bus fares 

Regular 
round trip 

fare 

Round 
trip excursion 

fare 

Regular 
round trip 

fare 

Reduced 
round trip 

fare 

Amount of 
reduction to 

meet Amtrak 
reduced fare 

$32.00 
65.00 
88.00 

92.00 
99.00 
79.00 
75.00 

$24.00 
49.00 
66.00 

69.00 
75.00 
60.00 
57.00 

$31.10 
61.10 
82.85 

91.15 
96.15 
78.30 
71.45 

$23.95 
48.95 
65.95 

68.95 
74.95 
59.95 
56.95 

$7.15 
12.15 
16.90 

22.20 
21.20 
18.35 
14.50 

Nashville, Tenn., and Montgomery, Ala 
Nashville, Tenn., and Jacksonville, Fla... 
Nashville, Tenn., and Tampa, Fla  
Nashville, Tenn., and West Palm Beach, 

Fla  
Nashville, Tenn., and Miami, Fla  
Birmingham, Ala., and Miami, Fla  
Montgomery, Ala., and Miami, Fla.  
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(APPENDIX F] 

Greyhound Lines, Inc.—Passenger Miles (Millions), 1966-76 

Year: Passenger miles 
1966 10,153.9. 
1967 9,918.2. 
1968 9,315.5. 
1969 9,306.0. 
1970. 8,890.0. (Amtrak operations commenced May 1, 1971.) 
1971 8,790.0. 
1972. 8,769.1.   (Safeway Trailways work stoppage Apr.   1,   1972 to 

Dec. 31, 1972.) 
1973. 8,960.5.   (Safeway   Trailways  work stoppage Jan.  1,   1973 to 

Apr. 4,  1973.)  (Energy crisis and Carolina Trailways work 
stoppage December 1973.) 

1974 9,216.8.  (Energy crisis and Carolina Trailways work stoppage 
January to April 1974.) 

1975 8,131.5. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. I have a few for the other witnesses. I am interested 
in the testimony of the gentleman from Michigan. 

Really, your problem has been brought on, has it not, by your own" 
Sta4«, by a willingness to pay two-thirds of the loss on Amtrak in 
order to get Amtrak to continue, or force Amtrak to operate? 

Mr. HiMBUHo. They pay two-thirds plus the communities provide 
the terminals. However, it was my great desire here to show you 
gentlemen the disparity of our situation with regard to the tare 
structure. I am confident that the State of Michigan made every 
effort to equalize bus fares and rail fares; however, it was the policy 
of Amtrak not to do so, but to follow a nationwide policy. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. They reduced rates, as I understand it, to equalize 
your rates, is this correct? 

Mr. HiMBURo. No, no; I think the chart shows. 
Mr. SKUBFTZ. Well, I just asked. 
Mr. HIMBURG. They established a fare structure below ours. 
Mr. SKUBFTZ. After the State itself expressed its willingness to 

pay two-thirds of the cost, it this correct ? 
Mr. HIMBUHO. Well, it was a combined announcement. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Has the State ever said to Amtrak, "Now, look, we 

want these rates down and we are willing to pick up two-thirds of 
the cost?" Do you know if anything like that occured? 

Mr. HIMBUHO. There has been no discussion, to my knowledge, 
where they attempted to resolve that in the manner in which you 
speak. I can read into the record a letter which definitely expressed 
to Amtrak the fact that they wished to have healthy modes of 
transportation, both bus and rail, and that the rail fares should 
be comparable with the existing bus fares. But that was not done. 

Mr, SKUBITZ. They are down below your rates now i 
Mr. HruBuso, Yes sir. 
Mr, SKUBITZ, NOW, the State is subsidizing you on this one run, 

correct ? 
Mr, HIMBUBO. We are involved in an experimental additional 

service operation, 
Mr, SKUBITZ, Can I get a "yes" or "no" answer from you ? 
Mr. HIMBUHO. Yes. 
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Mr. SKUBITZ. That is all I wanted to know. 
Mr. HiMBUKG. The only thing is, I must explain, sir, that there 

has been no signed contract, nothing. We are operating this service 
on a wheel cost subsidy. We have no funds at this time. 

But what I am trying to say is that we are attempting to respond 
to the State's desire to provide more bus service. 

Now, I can supply you with figures later on as to the results. It 
has only been 2 months in operation. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. The subsidy payment, is that going to take care of 
the losses you sustained ? 

I think you stated you had a drop in revenue of some odd 
thousand dollars. What part of that would it take care of? 

You had a loss of $480,000 I think you said, is that right? 
Mr. HiMBUBo. No; I was giving you the net revenues in 1974, 

and I believe I gave you a figure in 1974 in excess of $400,000 and 
the net revenues for the year 1975 was in excess of $100,000. 

But I tried to point out that our overall net revenue included 
other operations other than bus services and that our actual operat- 
ing loss for that period was approximately 102 percent, operating 
ratio rather. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Are j'ou seeking a subsidy now on the second route? 
Mr. HiMBURG. May I say we have one division, one principal 

division, that is Flint to Chicago. We operate approximately seven 
trips a day between Flint and Chicago. Of these, we have two ex- 
perimental schedules at the present time and the subsidy exists 
on a wheel cost factor if revenues fall below 62V^ cents a mile. 

Mr. SKTIBITZ. On page 4 of your testimony you say our net operat- 
ing revenue declined ^30,000 in the first three quarters of 1974. 

Now, my question is this: Simplj', are the subsidy payments that 
the State is going to make to your firm equal, or do you think they 
will be equal, to these losses? 

Mr. HiMBURG. No, sir. 
Mr. SKUBFTZ. They won't be? 
Mr. HiMBtjRo. No sir. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Of the $430,000 in operating revenues, how much 

of that would you say was attributable to the loss in passenger 
service and how much to other things that may have come up ? 

Mr. HiMBURG. Possibly, you know—where do you get that? I am 
trying to understand the question. Are you speaking of the $430,000 ? 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Yes, that is what I am speaking of. 
Mr. HiMBURG. I am saying here our net revenue declined from 

$430,000 to $157,000. 
Mr. SKUBFTZ. That would be a loss of $272,000, is that right? 
Now, as I understand it, the State is going to, or is subsidizing 

you at the present time. Will the subsidy they are paying take care 
of the difference? 

Mr. HiMBURG. No sir. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. It won't. Is the full $272,000 due to loss of passenger 

service or some other increased costs? 
Mr. HiMBURG. The incureased costs—naturally costs have in- 

creased substantially year by year over the last 4 or 5 years. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. What was your loss from passenger service? 
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Mr. HiMBUBG. Our loss from the passenger service—I stated that 
September 30 to October 1, 1975, which is that period in which we 
had our new competitive service, we had an operating ratio of 102 
percent. 

Mr. SKUBi-ra. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. HiMBURO. Revenues, I think we are talking, Mr. Skubitz, about 

an actual loss, and I can give you that exact figure. Approxijiiately 
$20,000. I am talking about our net loss. Now, we show a profit for 
the 1975. That is profit of $124,000. 

Mr. SKTTBrrz. You say net loss? 
Mr. HiMBURO. But the net loss, when you take out the other 

revenues, well, we operate various other things that are not part 
of the busline, but we have not separated the corporation or the 
companies and they produce approximately in excess of $130,000, 
so when I give you the figuie 102 percent operating ratio on the bus- 
line, we now have lost for the year 1975 somewhere in the neighbor- 
hood of $20,000 on operation of the busline. 

Mr. SKTJBrrz. $20,000? 
Mr. HiKBtmo. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. DO you think it is because of your competition? 
Mr. HiMBTJHO. The competition, and I implore upon you to con- 

sider the unfairness of the fare structure. We only have one division 
and only one way to serve the people of Michigan. We have one 
route. We supply 7 to 10 scheduled trips into Chicago, depending 
on the area—^well, as you get closer to Chicago, we provide more 
service. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. I was under the impression you provide service 
outside of Illinois and Michigan. 

Mr. HiMBtTBO. Charter service. Our regular route, sir, is into 
Chicago and charter from points in Michigan and United States 
to Canada. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. What proportion of your revenues is from charter 
business and the rest? 

Mr. HiMBUKO. Forty-eight percent is regular route and the 
balance is charter service and package express. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Does your charter service fall off during the period 
that  

Mr. HiMBTJRG. Well, are you talking about 1975? 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Yes. 
Mr. HIMBUKG. Of course, as you well understand, Michigan, be- 

cause of the automobile industry was greatly affected in the recent 
recession, however, our charter service produced $1,496,000 in 1974 
and $1,481,000 in 1975. So there was a slight reduction, but it was 
not anything as appreciable as what we are involved in on the regular 
route. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. I have nothing more, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RooxEY. Thank you ver}' much, gentlemen. I particularly want 

to commend the Continental Trailways and also Eastern Airlines 
for this very valuable and informative pamphlet. 

Mr. SKITBITZ. One thing, Mr. Carrey, I want to commend you for 
your statement on "Issues and Answers" and with Mr. Reistrup on 
Mr. Suskind's program. 
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The only diflSculty was you brought up the issue and then you 
answered it. I thought you had some beautiful questions if you would 
have only given Mr. Reistrup the opportunity to answer them. 

Mr. CuRREY. I am sorry, sir, my handlers stirred me up too much 
before that performance. So I apologize to you. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. There is no reason to apologize to me, but I had to 
ask Mr. Reistrup some questions so he could get them in the record. 

Mr. CuRRET. Before we went on that TV show I kept asking Mr. 
Reistrup the questions and he didn't have any of the answers, so 
when we actually got on the show, I will plead guilty to supplying 
both. 

If I may just say one thiujg in conclusion, I think what we seek is 
a rational transportation policy and, in seeking it, we want Congress, 
and our industry wants to be a part of, it to look at the absolute 
efficiency factors of each mode. 

They must be looked at and efficiency factors in the transportation 
industry are plainly related to weight per seat mile and speed per 
seat mile. 

I mean, the real figures are there and there won't be any argument 
among transportation specialists if we will look at those. When we 
talk about efficiency, I mean, whether it is fuel or cost, total operat- 
ing cost per mile or capital cost, it is all in the same ball of wax and 
we are completely convinced that the Nation has a greater future 
having its transportation needs supplied through the intercity 
industry. 

Mr. RooNET. Thank you. I also appreciate your fine cooperation, 
Mr. Webb, with the committee. You did an outstanding job. 

Mr. WEBB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The following letter was received for the record:] 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MOTOB BUS OWNEBS, 
Washington, D.C., February H, 1976. 

Hon. FKEO B. ROONBY, 
Chairman, Suhcommittee on Transportation attd Commerce, Committee on Inter- 

state and Foreign Commerce, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : Enclosed is a letter from Mr. James C. Kellogg, 

Deputy Director of Urban and Public Transportation, to Mr. David A. Watts, 
Jr., Director State and Local Affairs of the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation. The letter Is relative to the equalization of rail and bus fares in 
the State of Michigan. 

Also enclosed are the Amtrak ridership figures for January through 
December 1974 as compared to January through December 1975. 

Since  both  of  these  items  are  related  to  recent  hearings  held  by   your 
Subcommittee  on  Amtralc  discontinuance  criteria,  I  would  appreciate  it  if 
both items were made part of the permanent record. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES A. WEBB, 

President. 

URBAN AND PCBUC TRANSPORTATION, 
July SO, 19H. 

Mr. DAVID A. WATTS, JB., 
Director, State and Local Affairs, 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MB. WATTS : We understand that in keeping with your general fare 
policy, you are proposing a fare level of approximately 5.5 cents per mile on 
the Port Huron line. 
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Because of local conditions, intercity bus fares in Michigan are generally 
higher than this figure. Since it is our goal to strengthen all forms of trans- 
portation rather than favor one mode to the detriment of another, we urge 
you to make every effort to establish comparable fares with the bus carriers 
where you are presently below their leveL 

I would appreciate hearing from you on this subject as soon as possible, 
since your Port Huron service is scheduled to begin September 15. 

Sincerely, 
JAMEB C. KELLOOO, 

Deputv Director. 
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Mr. KooNET. Thank you, gentlemen. 
The next witness will be Mr. Oren Beaty, president of NARP, 

Washington, D.C. I would appreciate it very much if you would 
kindly summarize your statement. 

STATEMENT OF OREEN BEATY, PEESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIA- 
TION OFRAILEOAD PASSENGEES, ACCOMPANIED BY BOSS CAPON, 
ASSISTANT DIEECTOE 

Mr. BEATT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your patience 
and I have noted this before, in appearance here when you sit 
through one filibuster after another, and I promise you I won't 
talk as long as the previous panel. 

I have some comments on the amount of subsidy the airlines 
received and I appreciated the tone of your questioning when the 
Eastern Airlines representative was speaking, because I can't think 
of anything more ludicrous than a commercial airline today com- 
plaining about somebody else being subsidized and I have some 
back-up material I would like to put in the record, one page. 

Mr. RODNEY. Without objection [see p. 276]. 
Mr. BEATY. Thank you, sir. 
I would like to express my appreciation to the committee and 

Congress generally for its support of the raUroads and railroad 
passenger service. I think if it were not for Congress, there probably 
would be no railroad passenger service or very limited service. 

Mr. RooNEY. Why don't you comment on some of those figures? 
Mr. BEATY. I will be happy to. Let me cite as one example  
First of all, I have with me Mr. Ross Capon, assistant director 

of the National Association of Railroad Passengers. 
I have a letter written to Mr. Stanley Hamilton, Director of 

Public Affairs of the National Association of Motor Bus Owners 
by E. L. Tennyson, Deputy Secretary of Transportation in the 
State of Pennsylvania. It was written in response to NAMBO's, I 
thought, ill-advised national advertising campaign against Amtrak 
last year. 

You know, it is kind of pitiful that this whole group of high- 
priced talent shows up here to try to take away 1 percent of the 
intercity passenger service. 87 percent of the people travelling inter- 
city go in cars and maybe 10 percent go on airlines and 2 percent 
buses. 

You know, you could take the 1 percent that goes on trains and 
just eliminate trains altogether. It wouldn't make up the losses that 
the airlines say they are suffering and it has no b«iring on it. 

I appreciate the chance to comment on this. Let me read about 
three paragraphs of Mr. Tennyson's letter and I will put it in the 
record. 

Mr. RooNEY. Without objection [see p. 278]. 
Mr. BEATTY. Referring to a letter sent from Governor Shapp, and 

I will skip the first three paragraphs. 
There is a gross Inequality between bus and rail economies that we must 

consider in the public interest that you may not have considered. 
Whereas bus lines operate over a trillion dollars worth of publicly main- 

tained rlghts-of-way, paying no interest charges or ad valorem taxes on such 



271 

property, the railroads must pay all of these charges, in part to build highways 
for you, without any net public aid of consequence until Amtrak. Congress has 
required Amtrak to operate certain trains for social purposes that should not 
be charged to Amtrak's inefficiency. 

We see no evidence that the bus industry has been hurt by Amtrak. In 
1970, before Amtrak, your Class 1 members carried 14.17 billion passenger miles. 
In 1971, Amtrak wiped out half of all the intercity rail passenger trains in 
the Nation, yet in 1972, class I buslines served only 13.58 billion passenger 
miles. Clearly, discontinuing trains will not automatically aid buslines. 

You know the answer to that. I am sure all of the bus witnesses 
this morning came here by bus from Phoenix and New York and 
the other places. The buses just don't attract a lot of people in certain 
services. You can eliminate the railroad passenger service and people 
will still not flock to buses. 

Getting back to the railroad subject of this hearing, we assume 
that, in approving the concept of establishing the criteria, Congress 
was seeking to avoid the unfortunate distortions in priorities which 
have plagued the Amtrak route selection process to date, and recog- 
nized the possibility that some of the "political" routes might be 
dropped as a result. 

If this assumption proves incorrect, it might be well to consider 
yet another mechanism, such as returning discontinuance authority 
to the ICC on the theory that it might be somewhat less political 
than the "system" used to date. 

I think this next sentence is one of the important things for 
Congress to consider. It is frustrating for those who seek a "fair 
test" of intercity rail passenger service to look at the present route 
structure and then consider some of the links which have no service. 

Talking about a fair test, we believe that means getting good 
tracks and good equipment and giving it 2 or 3 yeai"S to operate. 
There has not been a fair test of Amtrak since the rail passenger 
service was started after a couple of decades of neglect. 

Talking about the present route structure, Amtrak has missed 
several golden opportunities for daytime intercity rail passenger 
service, such as Cleveland-Pittsburg, Washington, Cleveland-Colum- 
bus-Dayton-Cincinnati, Washington-Richmond-Norfolk, and St. 
Louis-Kansas City. The latter two have some service, but it does not 
provide this very profitable daytime market with direct services. 
The existing service is long distance or with schedules geared to 
arrivals at, and departures from, distant terminal points. 

Thus, we welcome the attempt which congressional approval of 
the criteria concept represents to improve things. 

We believe that the criteria which Amtrak has proposed are 
generally appropriate for the present and until a "fair test" has 
concluded; only thereafter should consideration be given to incor- 
porating fixed deficits per passenger mile into the criteria. 

By "fair test," we mean roughly 2 to 3 years of operation of a 
modern network which has the benefit of: (1) All rolling stock new 
or rebuilt with reliable electric heating and air-conditioning; (2) 
management capability to schedule and operate this equipment prop- 
erly and staff it with friendly personnel; (3) all track in good con- 
dition; (4) an adequate route structure with reasonable service 
frequencies;   (5)   new cost-effectiveness  measures, such  as  rolling 

6B-0e4 O - 76 - 19 
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stock more economical to operate and labor agreements which elimi- 
nate costs not dictated by actual work requirements. 

Let me expand briefly on some of these. 

MANAGEMBXT CAPABILTTr 

Although our concern is mounting about some key Amtrak oflScials 
and their output on terms of some policy decisions and the resulting 
service qualitj, our confidence in Mr. Reistrup remains unshaken. 
He has been m office less than a year, and his job is to turn things 
around in an industry which has been in retrogression for decades 
including, for the most part, the first 4 years of Amtrak before he 
took the position of President. We have found him to be receptive 
to suggestions, with some of ours being implemented, and we know 
that the general morale of his staff is much higher than it was 
before his coming. 

TRACK 

The key problem here is of course the east-west main lines of Penn 
Central. "Wnile improvements are already underway, this may take 
the longest of all the factors to prepare for the "fair test," since 
USRA officials have given 5 years as the time needed to complete 
most track improvement—and the preliminary system plan, at page 
307 of volume I, in discussing passenger service, says that "at least 
3 to 7 years" will be required for "the upgrading of all of these 
segments". Of course, the uncooperative attitude of Missouri Pacific 
with regard to Amtrak speed limits produces results not unlike 
those which stem from poor track conditions. 

We would urge Amtrack to make use of provisions in the law 
passed by Congress in 1973 to insist on getting better service from the 
railroads. 

On track improvements, yesterday the 1976 rail bill was signed; 
you had worked on it for so long and so hard before it was passed in 
December. Congress kept it and reworked it as a result of negotiations 
with the administration, because the administration didn't like it 
and probably still doesn't. I think the administration negotiated in 
bad faith and I think this was proved in the testimony before the 
Appropriations Subcommittee. 

Prodded by the administration, you cut back the amount to be 
spent on the corridor. Now they don't want to spend anything this 
year on corridor improvements. It was widely publicized last year 
that Amtrak was committing $15 million to improve the track on 
the corridor between Boston and New York and Amtrak put all of 
that money into operation to make improvements. 

The administration said it would spend $25 million from New York 
south and that money has not been spent. Maybe some of it has been 
committed, but not much. They are asking for nothing this year in 
appropriations for the corridor improvements. 

The railroads will never be able to get in proper shape to give 
adequate rail passenger service unless something is started. The tracks 
are deteriorating faster than the work is being done to improve them. 

I think Congress has to call the administration to answer why it 
is not following through on the agreement. 
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ROUTE STRUCTURE 

We are a national organization whose members pursue route ex- 
pansion projects on a local or regional basis, and we sometimes sup- 
port them and sometimes don't, but it is their business. 

However, certain gaps in the route structure seem obvious and 
worth mentioning. They include Dallas-Houston, Chicago-Florida 
via Atlanta, and New Orleans-Jacksonville. 

There is nothing across the southeast, which was badly neglected 
by Amtrak, except what Southern Eailway had done. 

Mr. KooNEY. I read your statement last evening and that was one 
of the points I wanted to bring up today. 

Are you suggesting that Amtrak should be reorganized rather than 
having a system that circles the United States, to look at the good 
markets, is that it? 

Mr. BEATY. Yes, I do. I think this is the opportunity Amtrak has 
to prove that rail passenger service will be utilized if it is provided. 

Mr. KooNEY. You are the only witness that brought that subject up 
and I think it is a very excellent point, and I concur with you com- 
pletely. 

Mr. BEATY. Thank you. Just something which I skipped over 
rapidly two points ago, from Washington to Richmond, two major 
cities—^the capital of the State and Norfolk, a major port—there is 
no real service between these points in this area. This could be 
developed. 

Mr. RODNEY. HOW could it be developed or restructured? 
Mr. BEATY. They could have daytime service leaving at both ends 

and providing good departure and arrival times so a person could 
come from Richmond to Washington or Philadelphia, because a lot 
of regional offices of the Federal Government are based in Philadel- 
phia, so they could do their day's business and go back that night. 

You talk about business travel, the shift of that from railroads to 
airlines, as being what hurts the railroads and improved the air- 
lines: it is this kind of business, Government travel and business 
travel related to the Government which could provide the patronage 
needed there. 

In this Bicentennial, patriotic year, that particular service would 
also serve Williamsburg-Yorktown, and there are great possibilities 
if they could throw in some daytime services here. 

You have read my route structure business, so I will skip over it. 

C08T-EFFECTtVENE88 

While we will continue to work for the route additions suggested 
above, we are also working just as hard on improving the economics 
of passenger train operations because we share the concern of the 
general taxpayer about those Government subsidies which are 
genuinely unnecessary. 

For example, at a recent conference on intercity rail passenger 
service at Carnegie-Mellon University, NARP raised with FRA and 
Amtrak officials the question of whether equipment-design standards 
are unreasonably stringent, leading to higher operating costs than are 
necessary. NARP's founder, Anthony Haswell, urged Amtrak to 
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consider rebuilding a larger number of its older cars in light of the 
high cost of new equipment and the essentially commuter use which 
is made of many of Amtrak's older cars. Haswell also returned to a 
point which he made effectively more than 4 years ago before the 
Senate subcommittee: the need for labor and management to get 
together on the intercity passenger train issue. 

I have a copy of it, but will give you a reference of it because you— 
your committee—probably have it in the printed 1971 testimony.* 

Interestingly, an Amtrak vice president, F. S. King, agreed that 
Haswell's criticisms were generally valid, though Amtrak has suc- 
cessfully negotiated a few local improvements in working agreements. 
Breakthroughs in freight—such as the ability of Ilhnois Central 
Gulf to operate some piggyback trains with two- or three-man crews, 
and the tentative agreement which Missouri Pacific has to permit 
road crews to do some terminal switching work—demonstrate that 
organized labor is sensitive to the railroads competitive situation and 
need not be an obstacle to progress if management is only willing 
to take reasonable initiatives. 

Certainly, if service is more economical and thus more frequent 
service can be provided, then there will be more jobs for organized 
labor and the railroad unions. 

We are not modal fanatics. I fly regularly, and ray assistant 
logged almost 2,500 miles on intercity buses during the past year. 
We recognize that all modes have appropriate roles to play in a 
balanced transportation system. But the public statements by the 
National Association of Motor Bus Owners and the airlines cannot 
go unanswered. 

Buses and airlines and, most of all, the private automobile do 
receive Government subsidies, if indirect in many cases. 

And this is the item I wanted to put in the record, and I think 
vou will find it interesting, which has to do with how much, as Mr. 
fekubitz was talking about, how much is not charged to the airlines; 
how much is impossible to charge to airlines. We figure there is over 
$1 billion a year spent that the airlines do not contribute to repay- 
ment through their payments of landing fees and whatever else they 
pay. I would like you to read it when you get a chance. 

The interstate highways obviously would never have been built if 
the intercity bus industry would have been their only beneficiary 
and the user-charge argument for highway construction is hollow 
because many of us contributed unhappily to the Highway Trust. 
Fund because we had been deprived of alternate means of transport. 

We believe that air and bus interests veatly overstate the degree 
to which Amtrak has hurt their revenues. 

The airlines have been in trouble for years. The continuing trouble 
and a little bit of competition between here and New York is not 
going to break Eastern unless Eastern is in bad shape anyway. 

Mr. RooNET. Mr. Beaty, this billion dollar figure, break that down. 
Mr. BEATY. Well, it is based, the whole thing is based on Mr. 

Haswell's analysis of a statement that DOT made in 1974, in which 
they insisted that the total subsidy was very small to the airlines. 

' Pp. 88-94 of Serial No. 92-29, bearing before the Senate Commerce Subcommittee 
on Surface Transportation, October 26, 1971. 
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It is much larger than that. I almost have to go through it step-by- 
step to explain it. 

For one thing, they charged 51 percent of all of the outlay to 
commercial aviation and I guess the rest is broken down between 
general aviation and perhaps military. 

We feel that realistically, the airports have to be built. The length 
of the runway, the heaviness of the construction is based on the 
commercial air service and would be built anyway, whether there 
is a single privately owned plane or a single company-owned plane. 

So the 51 figure is too low, but even with that, it is a rather high 
figure. 

Quoting from this, it seems rational to assume if general aviation 
was treated as an incremental user, its share of costs would not ex- 
ceed 10 percent compared to 29 percent allocated by the DOT study. 

Let me read a little of this third paragraph. 
Congress has mandated that all aviation user charges flow into the airjMrt 

and airways trust fund, the proceeds of which can not be used for operational 
expenses as distinct from capital improvements. The result is no part of the 
cost of maintaining an air traffic control system can be financed by user charges. 

It is not. This is something which the Government, because it 
feels we need a good air system and a reliable one, is willing to 
contribute a little money, and we favor this. We also favor the 
Government seeing to it that there is a good railroad system and a 
good highway system for buses and private car owners. 

I put this in the record. 
Mr. RooNEY. Thank you. You were on the bottom of page 5. 
Mr. BEATY. OK. 
Note than, in 1971 when Amtrak wiped out half of all intercity 

rail passenger trains on May 1, intercity bus passenger miles were 
nevertheless higher than in 1972, and that in 1973 both rail and 
bus gained riders. Amtrak has stimulated more promotion by the 
bus companies than ever before, and we think the removal of bus 
monopoly over intercity ground transport has had an overall bene- 
ficial eflfect in terms of increasing efforts to get people out of their 
automobiles—the real goal for all public transportation systems, 
because of energy savings and traffic congestion in our major corri- 
dors and cities. 

We note with interest that airlines are now adding "federally 
subsidized competition from Amtrak" to their laundry list of reasons 
for their financial problems. I am repeating myself, but we doubt 
that Amtrak has a meaningful impact on any long-distance air 
traffic, and we suspect that diversion of short-haul traffic, if it is 
occurring—highly unlikely at this time outside New York-Washing- 
ton—is in the public interest. 

Buses simply do not have the capability of attracting many pas- 
sengers who would ride trains, and airplanes are not energy-efficient 
over the short haul. Thus we camiot accept their complaints about 
Government subsidies to Amtrak which are merely redressing the 
imbalance created largely by the Government over the past few 
decades, and their professed concern about public subsidies to Amtrak 
which we believe stems from a narrowly conceived self-interest. 
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A figure we have quoted before and you read a number of times, 
USRA shows that over $450 billion • has been spent by all public 
bodies, Federal, State and local, on transportation since 1920, and less 
than 1 percent of it has gone to railroads and the rest went to high- 
way systems, weather systems, airway control systems, airports and 
so forth. 

Mr. RooNEY. Bargelines. 
Mr. BEATT. Yes, sir. Absolutely. And thank you for the op- 

portunity to unburden myself. 
[The article and letter referred to follow:] 

[From tbe Passenger Train Journal, Winter, 1974-75] 

(Comment by Anthony Haswell, National Association of Railroad Passengers) 

THE HIGH FLYEBS 

In NARP testimony before both the Senate and Hotise Commerce Com- 
mittees last June, I tools issue with Transportation Secretary Claude S. 
Brinegar's assertion at the National Press Club on May 14 that he knew of 
no program for airline subsidies other than the $60 million local service subsidy 
administered by the Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB). I asserted that "In 
fiscal years, 1974 and 1975, the federal government will sepnd over $1 billion 
each year for operation of the air traffic control system, without which no 
airliner would fly," and added that these expenditures were not financed by 
user charges. 

Since then. Secretary Brinegar has vigorously defended his position. What 
are the facts? 

The Secretary relies on a September 1973 DOT study which concluded that 
the cost of federal support for airways and airports should be allocated as 
follows: 

Commercial avaiation (air carriers) 61% 
General avaiation (private flying) 29% 
Military & Government 20% 

The DOT report then estimates the following results for fiscal years 1973, 
1974 and 1975: 

(Millions o( dollarsi 

1973 1974 1975 

1. Total Federal aid to aviation  Jl,433          Jl,583           Jl,850 
2. Military and government share (20 percent)  287 
3. Commercial and general aviation share (80 percent)  1,146 
4. Total user charges collected from commercial and general aviation  789 
5. Subsidy to commercial and general aviation (3 minus 4)  357 
6. Commercial aviation share of Federal aid (SlpercenO  730 
7. User charges collected from commercial aviation only  707 
8. Subsidy to commercial aviation only (6 minus?)  23 

While $46 million is hardly "de minimus," I won't quibble with the Secretary 
that the above figures indicate that the airlines are substnntially paying their 
way. However, there are several problems with the underlying assumptions of 
the DOT report 
First. 

The figures for total federal aid to aviation are apparently understated by 
about $200 million per year. The actual amounts appropriated by the Congress 
for FY 1975 for the Federal Aviation Administration are as follows: 

317 364 
1,266 1,456 
879 976 
317 480 
807 921 
972 882 
15 46 

•P. 4, "Preliminary System Plan, Vol. I. 
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Air traflSc control system : milliona 
Operation and maintenance $1378 
Researcli, development, engineering         58 
Facilities and equipment       227 

Airports grants-in-aid        280 
Environmental and safety, research and development         12 
National capital airports 

Operations and maintenance          15 
Facilities and equipment  6 

1974 

To this should be added those government expenditures for the benefit of 
aviation outside the FAA budget, which according to DOT are running about 
$25 million per year. The total amount of federal aid for aviation in FY 1975 
is therefore $1,909 billion, .f;l79 million more than DOT's figure of $1,820 billion. 

The error arose because DOT chose to amortize the cost of expenditures for 
capital improvements rather than simply to include the actual expenditures 
for each year, and at the same time, for reasons unstated in the report, chose 
to exclude such expenditures prior to 1966. Since it is obvious that annual 
federal expenditures for such capital improvements are going to continue at 
a relatively constant, if not rising, level, for the indefinite future, I question 
the relevancy of amortization. But if an amortization formula is used, account 
must be taken of the cost of all equipment and facilities which still have useful 
life, no matter how long ago the exjwnditures therefore were made. 

On the assumption that FY 1975 federal expenditures for aviation are $1,999 
billion rather than $1,820 billion, the commercial aviation share becomes $1,019 
billion (51% of $1,999 billion). Furthermore, the most recent estimate of user 
charges to be collected in FY 1975 is $951 million, $25 million le.ss than shown 
in the DOT report, of which the commercial aviation share (90.4%) is $860 
million, $1,019 billion less $860 million leaves a commercial aviation subsidy of 
$159 million. The following table summarizes the necessary adjustments: 

Fiscal 
year 1975 
(DOT 1973 FIsMi year 1975 

estimate)        (adjusted) 

1. Total Federal aid to aviation  
2. Military and government share (20 percent)  
3. Commercial and general aviation sliare (80 percent)  
4. Total user charges collected from commercial and general aviatian  
5. Subsidy to commercial and general aviation (3 minus 4)  
6. Commercial aviation share of Federal aid (51 percent)  
7. User charges collected from commercial aviation (90.4 percent)  
8. Subsidy to commercial aviation only (6 minus 7)  

Second. 
I believe the DOT allocation formula, which for FY 1075 allocated 51% 

of federal aviation support co.sts to commercial aviation and 29% to general 
aviation, is unfairly slanted in favor of the former and against the latter. A 
realistic evaluation of the relationship between commercial and general avia- 
tion compels the conclusions that the vast majority of airway and airport 
facilities would be needed in their present form for commercial aviation if 
general aviation did not exLst; that most of these facilities would not have 
been built and operated if commercial aviation did not exist; and therefore, 
general aviation should be treated as an incremental user of facilities needed 
for commercial aviation. 

It follows that general aviation should be charged only with the cost of 
additional government services and facilities required to accommodate its 
operations over and above the requirements of commercial aviation. DOT has 
apparently not made a study based on this assumption. However, it seems 
rational to assume that If general aviation were treated as an incremental 
user, its share of costs would not exceed 10%, compared to the 29% allocated 
by the DOT study. Commercial aviation's share would rise from 51% to 70% 
of $1,999 billion Is $1,399, which exceeds commercial aviation user charges by 
$539 million. 

{1,820 «,999 
364 400 

1,456 1,599 
976 951 
480 648 
928 1,019 
882 860 
46 159 
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Third. 
Congress has mandated that all aviation user charges flow Into the airport 

and airways trust fund, the proceeds of which cannot be used for operational 
expenses as distinct from capital improvements. The result is that no part of 
the cost of operating and maintaining the air traffic control system can be 
financed by user charges. 

In addition, the expenditures for environmental and safety research and 
development, national capital airports, and nou-FAA items are outside the 
trust fund. For FY 1975, non-trust fund federal aviation support will total 
$1,434 billion, of which the commercial aviation share on a 51% basis will be 
$731 million and on a 70% basis will be $1,004 billion. 

DOT has recommended to Congress that user charges in excess of expendi- 
tures on capital improvements be made available for operating expenses. There 
is now a substantial surplus in the trust fund. While this makes sense, the 
Congress has refused to allow it. I am told that aviation interests are strongly 
opposed, and that in 1975 they will be working for an increase in trust fund 
capital improvement spending and/or a decrease in the user charges which 
finance the fund. Therefore, the prospect is that the fund will be brought into 
balance, and that no part of the huge expenses of operating and maintaining 
the airways system will be financed by it. If so, the correct measure of airline 
subsidies is the airline share of all aviation expenditures now made out of 
general funds—$700 million to $1 billion. 

I do not oppose past and continuing federal expenditures for the benefit of 
aviation. Air transportation has been and will continue to be of great value to 
our country and certainly is an essential part of a balanced transportation 
system. I do object to responsible government officials attacking Amtrak sub- 
sidles at the same time they are proclaiming that the airlines are not being 
subsidized. The facts are that domestic air transportation as a whole (exclud- 
ing military and government) is receiving an annual subsidy of $648 million of 
which the commercial airline share is at least $1.59 million and is probably 
much closer to $5.39 million. These figures do not include the CAB local service 
subsidies, now about $60 million annually, the only subsidies recognized by 
Mr. Brinegar. 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 

Uarrisburg, Pa., October H, 1975. 
Mr. STANLEY HAMILTON, 
Director of Public Affairs, 
National Aa»octation of Motor Bus Owners, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. HAMILTON : Governor Shapp has received your letter of September 
16 concerning Amtrak. I have been asked to acknowledge your pliglit. 

We certainly agree that the bus industry provides a needed service In most 
areas, and that you cannot compete directly against the government. We look 
to Section 147 of the Federal Highway Act to avoid loss of essential service 
in rural areas. 

We also agree that Amtrak has often been inefficient, with unreasonable 
costs, but lllie you, we concede that some rail service, certainly less than 
bus, is essential or necessary. We look to Amtrak's new management to im- 
prove the situation. 

There is a gross inequality between bus and rail economics that we must 
consider in the public interest that you may not have considered. 

Whereas bus lines operate over a trillion dollars worth of publicly maintained 
rights-of-way, paying no interest charges or ad valorem taxes on such prop- 
erty, the railroads must pay all of the.se charges, in part to build highways 
for you, without any net public aid of consequence until Amtrak. Congress 
has required Amtrak to operate certain trains for social purposes that should 
not be charged to Amtrak's inefficiency. 

We .see no evidence that the bus industry has been hurt by Amtrak. In 
1970, before Amtrak, your Class I members carried 14.17 billion passenger 
miles. In 1971, Amtrak wiped out half of all the Intercity rail passenger 
trains in the nation, yet in 1972, Class I bus lines served only 13.58 billion 
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passenger miles. Clearly, discontinuing trains will not automatically aid bus 
lines. In 1973. as Amtrak gained riders, so did the bus lines. Tour interests 
are more parallel than diverse. 

May I caution you that your energy comparisons are not fully realistic? 
Buses produce 80 passenger miles per gallon of fuel, not 282 which assumes 
no empty seats. Rail diessel cars comparable to buses in amenities average 
about 70 passenger miles to the gallon, a little less than buses, but much 
better than automobiles from which the trains attract most passengers. 

Similarly, your comparison of $17.60 per train mile against 96.9^ per bus 
mile is odious, since a 640-Reat train is 13 times as useful as a bus, and is 
charged for its share of Penn Central's return on investment, a cost not 
charged to highway carriers for use of the highway system. 

We should work together to maximize public transportation by bus and rail 
to save the precious energy we have wasted and to reduce the overloads on 
highways that are not adequate for automobiles alone. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. TEWNYSON, 

Deputy Secretary, 
Local and Area Transportation. 

Mr. RooNEY, That seems to be a very fine pro-Amtrak statement. 
Did they help you draft it? 

Mr. BEATY. NO, they have not even offered us support. We don't 
even get passes or anything like that. 

Mr. RooxET. I enjoy having you before the committee because of 
your great interest in the railroads and I appreciate your being here 
today. 

Let me ask you a question. You referred to the airline executive 
and other bus executives that were here today. 

Do you ever travel on a bus or a plane? 
Mr. BEATY. Yes sir. We both do. We travel by train when we can. 

I have ridden busses all across the country and I am glad they 
are there when I need them and I hope they continue to be there. 

Mr. ROONEY. SO you're not a modal fanatic? 
Mr. BEATY. Not at all. But I think we need a better network of 

rail service. 
Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Skubitz. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. I have one question. 
On page 3 of your testimony, you say: 
The uncooperative attitude of Missouri Pacific with regard to Amtrak speed 

limits produces results not unlike those which stem from poor track conditions. 

Will you elaborate on that? 
Mr. BEATY. Yes, sir. Missouri Pacific, I think, is a good railroad 

and maintains the tracks in good shape. Passenger trains could 
easily run 79 miles an hour over much of the track it travels on the 
Missouri Pacific system, but are held to 60 miles an hour or less by 
the railroad. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. "Why? 
Mr. BEATY. I have no idea. I know that Amtrak is concerned about 

it. We can provide some material on that. 
[The following material was recieved for the record:] 

[From The Clearance Card, September 1975] 

AFTERMATH OF ICC HEARING 

At the ICC hearing on May 15th devoted to Amtrak adequacy of service 
tapes were made which accurately recorded the entire preceedings. A presenta- 
tion  was made  by   the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  in  which   their  attorney 
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Interrogated an operating official In order to bring out facts which they wanted 
documented. Since that time numerous interested and kuowledgable parties 
both in and out of railroading have listened to the tapes and have offered in- 
formation and opinions a number of which would indicate that MoPac testi- 
mony might leave much to be desired in regard to accuracy. The following is 
composed from the information they have provided after hearing and making 
critiques pertaining to the subject matter: 

It has been pointed out previously that a locomotive engineer was discharged 
from his job for exceeding the 60 mph MoPac speed limit (but not the ICC 
79 mph limit) between Little Rock and Poplar Bluff. In connection with this 
the official stated that the best possible time this 180 miles could be covered 
in under the 60 mph speed limit is 3 hours 20 minutes. If so, it might be asked 
why the present Amtrak schedule is 3 hours 40 minutes. 

Much emphasis was placed on speed restrictions through such cities as Austin, 
San Antonio, and 'Baylor and it was stated that "every town you go through 
restricts the speed". Some cities do have but many more do not have these 
restrictions. In fact a check of the MP-T&P system timetable #5 effective 
12:01 am Sunday, August 11, 1974 (used as a reference durinp the hearing) 
reveals that fewer than one-third of the cities have these restrictions. From 
Poplar Bluff to Little Rock they are as follows: Coming 50 mph. Walnut 
Ridge/Hoxle 50 mph, Newport 40, Bald Knob 40, and Judsonia with a 55 mph 
curve restriction of 55 mph. This is a total of 5 cities in wlikli speed must be 
reduced below the usual 60 mph speed limit. Since New Port and Walnut Ridge 
are station stops this from a practical standpoint leaves only 3 cities imposing 
limits or an average distance of 60 mph between ordinance restrictions within 
the 180 mile distance. 

Quite an issue was made regarding curve restrictions. The following are ex- 
amples of tangent track mileage between curves: Poplar Bluff to Harvell 8 
miles, Harvell to Corning 20 miles, Knobel to Walnut Ridge 22 miles. Hosts 
to Diaz 35 miles. There are many additional miles l)otli in Arkansas and Texas 
without curves. The segment between Longvlew and Fort Worth is exceptionally 
straight and the area between Milano and Laredo lias many segments of 10 or 
more miles between curves. The statement comparing the Santa Fe being able 
to run 90 mph over the plains of Kansas and Oklahoma with MoPac following 
the rivers in Arkansas, Missouri, and Texas is ambiguous and misleading. The 
MoPac never experienced any difficulty operating their own passenger trains 
79 mph along these rivers, wherever they are, and there is no evidence that 
any of them have changed their course. 

Another subject which came in for much attention was braking speeds 
in relation to signals and track condition. Quoting from the May, 1968 issue 
of the "MoPac News" based upon figures issued by the Oklahoma Corporation 
Commission, "It takes an eight car passenger train 3500 feet to stop if brakes 
are activated when the train is traveling 60 mph. At 80 mph the distance If 
6000 feet. A 150 car freight train moving at 50 mph requires a distance of 7(X)0 
feet—roughly one and one-third miles to stop." Computations l)ased upon this 
would indicate over 10,000 feet for the same freight going 60 mph. This dem- 
onstrates that the stopping distance for freights is far greater than passenger 
trains even if the freight speed is slower which further justifies higher pas- 
senger speeds with no loss of safety. The official's reference to the fact that 
the Amtrak schedule at 50 mph is almost the same as the earlier 79 mph 
MoPac schedule between Milano and San Antonio is misleading. This was a 
southbound schedule which included padding to insure arrival in San Antonio 
on time. The northbound MoPac schedule was 46 minutes faster than Amtrak's. 
Padding in this amount is uncalled for particularly when connecting major 
cities over a competitive routes. 

During the past 15 years the MoPac has been upgrading their right-of-way 
with welded rail and in reference to this the official made the statement that 
they were then out of the passenger business and as new signals, sidings, 
crossovers, etc. were installed they were based on and set for 60 mph freight 
train speeds. Actually, passenger trains operated over this .segment of new 
facilities as late as April 30, 1971. and over the entire main line as late as 
October, 1970. As far as new sidings, crossovers, and turn-outs (trackage 
which deviates trains from the high-speed main line) are concerned the MoPac 
and T&P never had any of these items which permitted speeds of over 50 mph 
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even when numerous dally passenger trains were operated. When a train left 
the main line It slowed to speeds of 50 mph or less, a factor which has not 
changed dictating no needed decrease In passenger speeds. It is also significant 
that during the past 10 years freight train speeds have been raised on most 
main lines from 50 mph to 60 mph. Since, from the above, freight stopping 
distances are obviously greater than passenger particularly when freight 
speeds have been increased there would be no call to space block signals 
closer together. The opposite would actually be true in many cases as freight 
speed Increases and train lengths increase. Several have challenged the MoPac 
to produce any work order proving that a block signal interval in main line 
territory has been shortened or that a grade crossing signal activator has 
been moved closer to the crossing. A large number of automatic crossing 
signals are located in urban areas where speed restrictions are in effect and 
are the same for freight and passenger trains so there would have been no 
point in moving the activators since the speed has not changed. Comparatively 
few country crossings have automatic signals. 

On the subject of curve super-elevation a challenge has also gone out for 
the MoPac to produce evidence that any substantial number of reductions have 
been made. Track people state that the MoPac always operated with a 2 inch 
unbalanced super-elevation which meant that it was never fully compensated 
for 79 mph operation but represented a compromise between this and slower 
freight operation. This resulted in a slightly rougher ride around curves than 
could have been obtained with a 2 inch higher outer rail but was within the 
limits of safety. It does not appear logical that the railroad would have seen 
fit to reduce beyond this point particularly when freight speeds were being 
increased. 

The oiflclal was queried by the Amtrak lawyer if he was familiar with the 
term "freight train interference" to which he replied In the negative. Although 
it is common practice for the MoPac to violate ICC directives and side-track 
Amtrak trains for freights the railroad has never filed any applications with 
the FRA to grant priority for their freights as permitted by regulations. This 
practice Is indulged in arbitrarily. 

The official stated that the maximum speed for passenger trains of 60 mph 
between St. Louis and Poplar Bluff was the same under MoPac operation as 
It Is now for Amtrak. Prior to May 1. 1971 the speed was 60 mph. This reduc- 
tion below 79 mph was due to mountainous topography and numerous curves. 

The MoPac attorney asked the official if tlie track changes and modifications 
to curves were made after MoPac ceased all passenger operations to which the 
oflacial replied in the affirmative. The MoPac never ceased operation of pas- 
senger trains between St. Louis and Kansas City. Prior to May 1, 1971 MoPac 
ran their trains at 79 mph over this .segment. When Amtrak took over this 
was dropped to 65 mph and later to 60 mph. The official could not give any 
dates when curve super-elevation was removed. The Amtrak attorney asked 
if it was done between May 1, 1971. and the present date of May 15, 1975. It 
was pointed out that during this period the MoPac was under contract with 
Amtrak to operate trains over any of its lines and the track must be maintained 
to levels existing on May 1, 1971. 

The following from MoPac Arkansas Division Timetable #34 effective 12:01 
am Tuesday, .luly 1, 1958 contains the following information: Maximum speed 
for freight trains is 50 mph. Maximum speed for standard heavyweight pas- 
senger trains pulled by dlesel locomotives was 75 mph and for lightweight 
streamlined trains pulled by delsel locomotives was 79 mph. The folowing 
amendment pertained to passenger trains In both categories: "curves with 
slow speed signs, five mph above speed shown on slow speed signs". All pas- 
senger trains were allowed 5 mph additional speed if pulled by dlesel loco- 
motives. This would imply that even if super-elevation had been removed pas- 
senger trains could still operate 5 mph faster around these curves than could 
freights as no concession was made for dlesel powered freights. The only 
change which employees and others can detect that has been made to curves 
1.1 that speed signs on curves restricted to 65, 70, and 75 mph have been 
removed. In order to operate safely on 79 mph schedules it would only be 
necessary to replace the.se slgn.s. 

During the first few weeks of operation of Amtrak's "Inter-American" there 
was some laxity in enforcement of the various speed edicts. Later a "get 
tough" policy was instituted which not only enforced the 60 mph speed re- 
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strlctlon but specifically forbade the engineers from making up time. Prior to 
this the train had made up when late as much as 3 hours between St. Lrouls 
and Laredo. St. Louis to Little Rock was covered in 6 hours 20 minutes com- 
pared to the scheduled 7 hours 30 minutes with 70 mph being recorded, and 
San Antonio to Laredo was covered in close to 3 hours as compared to the 
scheduled 3 hours 50 minutes. At least 4 hours could be cut from the run of the 
"Inter-American" and 1 hour 10 minutes from the "National Limited" between 
St. Louis and Kansas City with no loss of safety. In the light of these and 
other facts continued investigation into the motives for limiting the operat- 
ing and sales potentials of Amtrak trains by the Missouri Pacific Railroad is 
warranted. 

[From the St. Louis Post-Dlspatcb, December 18, 1975] 

AMTRAK BLAMEB MO-PAC FOB DELAYS 

In 1959, a passenger train leaving Kansas City would reach St. Louis in five 
hours. Today that train, now under the operation of Amtrak, will take 45 
minutes longer, according to published timetables. 

Amtrak spokesmen lay the blame on the Missouri Pacific Railroad, saying 
the line holds the pasisenger trains to slower operating speeds than we allowed 
prior to Amtrak's take-over of most of the nation's rail passenger service in 
1971. 

Then, Mis.souri Pacific operated its own passenger trains, and permitted them 
to run at faster speeds. Today the railroad, which owns the track on which 
Amtrak trains operate between St. Louis and Kansas City, almost always holds 
the passenger trains down to freight train speeds, a fact that irks Amtrak 
officials. 

In effect, an Amtrak spokesman said in an interview, the slower speeds have 
placed Amtrak at a major competitive disadvantage with other forms of trans- 
portation. It is the one issue over which Mo-Pac and Amtrak, formally the 
National Railroad Pas.senger Corporation, have been at odds for some time, 
he said. 

Paul H. Reistrup, president of Amtrak, came to St. Louis last summer to 
confer with Missouri Pacific officers about several problems, including the 
maximum speed for passenger trains, a spokesman for Amtrak said. 

Despite Reistrup's appeal for higher passenger train speeds of 19 or 20 
miles an hour faster than freight train speeds, the spokesman said. 

Missouri Pacific officers, however, say that Amtrak is satisfied the the rail- 
road's performance. They deny that they have hampered Amtrak service on 
their railroad. 

Critics of the railroad's handling of Amtrak trains say that an excessive 
number of passenger train delays has been cuased by freight train interference. 

"The Missouri Pacific has definitely been blocking Amtrak at every turn," 
said one source. He said that the railroad apparently wants the passenger 
trains to incur so many losses, and prove so inefficient to run, that Amtrak will 
eventually drop service on these routes. 

Amtrak trains to and from St. Louis operate on two routes controlled en- 
tirely or in part by the Missouri Pacific Railroad. The Inter-American operates 
between St. Louis and Laredo. Tex. The National Limited runs between New 
York and Kansas City, on MoPac-owned track between St. Louis and Kansas 
City. East of St. Louis, the train runs on tracks of the Penn Central Railroad. 
Passenger trains from here to Chicago run over the tracks of the Illinois 
Central Gulf Railroad. 

One source noted that passenger travel on the St. Louis to Laredo route 
had dropped 25 percent from September 1974 to September 1975. Passenger use 
dropped 39 percent from January to September of this year. In both cases. 
the.se were the biggest decreases in passengers reported on any long-distance 
route operated by Amtrak, spokeman said. 

Larry Camp, an inspector for the Interstate Commerce Commission, testifying 
at an ICC adequacy of service hearing in Washington la.st June concerning the 
Inter-American said that he had interviewed H. E. Handley. assistant general 
manager of Mis.souri Pacific-Texas & Pacific In Fort Worth. The T&P is a 
Missouri Pacific subsidiary. 
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"Following a review of records on the operation of trains between Fort 
Worth and Texarkana," Camp testified, "I told him that I had noticed there 
was some deadtime built into the schedule, because the train kept making up 
time, as much as an hour and 10 minutes at some points. 

"I asked him (Handley) if he had noticed this. He indicated he had and I 
asked him If he had made attempts to get the schedule changed to be more 
realistic. He indicated he had not 

"I asked him why. He said it would not be to our advantage—to MoPac's 
advantage." 

"Did you know what he meant by that?" Camp was asked. 
"Yes," he replied. "I think it was very clear that he was speaking—you know 

—the Mo Pac would be under more pressure if they had to run the trains 
faster." 

Camp had worked for the MoPac for 2% years before joining the ICC. 
One source cautioned, however, that the decrease could be attributed to 

reasons other than Mo-Pac's handling of the trains. 
The source cited 74 separate instances of Amtrak train delays that were 

caused by freight train interference in the month of October. The delays 
ranged in length from several minutes to almost one hour. 

The Amtrak Improvement Act of 1973 requires railroads to give priority to 
passenger trains when a conflict arises with freight trains. 

Although some instances of freight Interference probably are unaviodable, 
Camp conceded, "the majority of these are avoidable." 

MoPac denies that it gives priority to its freight trains when they conflict 
with passenger train movements except when there is no other choice. An 
unavoidable delay on a single stretch of track may occur, officers say, when 
two trains meet head on going in opposite directions. In this situation, one train 
must be sidetracked while the other continues through. 

Often the side tracks are simply too short for the lengthy freight trains 
now in use, said Howard H. Olmsted, general manager for Amtrak oi)erations 
of Missouri Pacific. 

Where a freight train will not fit, he said, the passenger train must be 
sidetracked, at times for up to 30 minutes, he said. 

Harry E. Hammer, Mo Pac assistant vice president for public relations, 
said that traffic controllers are faced with the complex problem of handling 
more than 400 freight trains daily in addition to the passenger trains. 

Most of the delays "are invariably due to things we have no control over," he 
said such as derailments or equipment. "It has to happen on every railroad in 
the world." 

Amtrak trains operate on Mo-Pac lines arrived on time 75 percent of the 
time in October, while the national average for the same period was 78.5 per 
cent, an Amtrak spokesman said. 

Late arrivals present a real problem for Amtrak, a spokesman said. In ad- 
dition to losing customers because of unreliable performance, Amtrak has 
had to hold trains so that passengers on late-arriving trains could make their 
connections. At times, the passengers have been flown to their destinations when 
they missed their connections. 

MoPac reported that 22 per cent of the delays of Amtrak trains on its lines 
during October resuted from freight train interference. Nationally, just over 
5 per cent of the Amtrak delays were attributed to freight interference. 

Hammer admitted that passenger trains used to operate at faster si)eeds. At 
the time, he said, the railroad operated more passenger trains than are now In 
operation under Amtrak, and that therefore it was more economically worth- 
while to run them at higher speeds. "Maintaining track for higher speeds Is 
extremely costly. If they want these higher speeds, then Amtrak is going to 
have to pay for it," he said. 

Amtrak now pays only the "out-of-pocket" costs incurred by the railroad in 
operating the trains. Hammer said. 

Sources close to Amtrak say the corporation has considered appealing to the 
Department of Transportation to force the railroad to allow higher speeds for 
passenger trains. For the time being, they have cho.sen to work with the rail- 
road toward that goal. "You catch more flies with honey than vinegar," one 
source said. 
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"All of our equipment is perfectly capable of running at 100 miles per hour," 
he continued. "Our point is, the traclc is perfectly capable of haudling our 
trains at a higher speed. The traclc is in excellent shape. Mo Pac runs a good 
railroad. If Mo Pac took as good care of us as the rest of their customers, we'd 
be in good shape." 

Sources as Amtrak say that the railroad's own reports of the delays of pas- 
senger trains are at times incomplete. Some delays are omitted from the dally 
report, and are discovered by outside means, one source said. "I do find dis- 
crepancies on every ride I have taken," he continued. 

When asked whether any delays have been omitted from the daily reports, 
Olmsted replied: "not to my knowledge." 

One source at Amtrak charged that Mo-Pac is "utterly uninterested in han- 
dling passenger trains. Of all the lines we deal with in this country, that rail- 
road is dead last," he concluded. 

Mo-Pac officials denounced the criticism. "I would say we would be among 
the better railroads" regarding the handling of Amtrak passenger service. 
Hammer said. 

"I tliiuk that Amtrak would be very happy if every railroad in this country 
performed as well as Mo-Pac does." 

[From the St. Loula Post-Dispatch, Sunday, January 4, 1976] 

AMTRAK AND MO-PAC 

A copy of the story "Amtrak Blames Mo-Pae For Delays"was sent to me by 
rail passenger advocates in your city. 

It Is good to see these facts being exposed to the public as the issue has been 
smoldering for some time and should be surfaced. We have been quite con- 
cerned here in the Dallas area about the adverse effects that Mo-Pac recal- 
citrance is having in holding back the potential of the "Inter-American" 
both to St. Louis and to Laredo. 

Dallas has quite an investment in Amtrak service. After voting $6,000,000 
in bonds in 1972 to purchase the Dallas Union Terminal, voters returned to 
the polls last week and voted another $2,300,000 for further renovation of the 
property. We are naturally interested in obtaining the best possible service. 

Other roads such as the Union Pacific and Santa Fe do a good job of handling 
Amtrak trains. We feel that Mo-Pac can too if they will adopt the proper 
attitude. 

M.   D.   MONAOHAN, 
Dallas City-County, 

Amtrak Committee, Garland, Tex. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Has Amtrack ever asked to exceed 60 miles an hour? 
Mr. BEATY. I think they have. I think there have been some nego- 

tiations, but they have not been public. 
Mr. SKUBFTZ. Well, it has nothing to do with poor tracks? 
Mr. BEATY. Not at all, but it slows it down just as much as if it 

had bad track. A\Tien you passed the Amtrak Improvement Act of 
1973, it was provided that Ajntrak could go to the Secretary of Trans- 
portation and insist that the railroad be required to run Amtrak 
trains at a speed that was safe in connection or in regard to the 
quality of the track. I wish Amtrak would do that. 

It is quite possible they are trying to negotiate in a more diplo- 
matic way than I am saying, but it has to be speeded up. It has 
been a long time. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Thank you. 
Mr. RooNEY. Thank you very much. I appreciate your being here. 
Our next and last witness is' William H. Mahoney. 
You may proceed, Mr. Mahoney. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM G. MAHONEY, ON BEHALF OP THE 
UNITED TRANSPOKTATION UNION 

Mr. MAHONET. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I may, I would like 
to read my statement. I am a fast reader and I have a couple of 
changes I want to make as I go through it. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: 
My name is William G. Mahoney. I am a partner in the law firm 

of Highsaw & Mahoney, 1015 18th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20036. I am here today to present to you the views of the United 
Transportation Union on a subject of critical importance to the 
hundreds of members of that union who are employed by Amtrak 
and by those railroads maintaining operational service agreements 
with Amtrak and to the public. I was to be accompanied by Mr. J. 
R. Snyder, national legislative director of the United Transportation 
Union, but he had to leave the room an hour ago to catch an Amtrak 
train. 

It is obvious to anyone who has witnessed the decline of rail pas- 
senger service over the past 20 years that only a massive Federal 
effort can preserve this necessary mode of transportation. The recent 
history of rail passenger service has been most depressing to say 
the least. In 1958, the Congress enacted a Transportation Act de- 
signed to assist the railroad industry which was even then in serious 
financial difficulties. In section 5 of that act, the Congress amended 
the Interstate Commerce Act by the insertion of a new section 13a. 
This provision, according to its legislative history, was drafted to 
permit the railroads to eliminate a very small percentage of pas- 
senger trains that recalcitrant State agencies would not permit be 
abandoned. The problem to which section 13a was directed was of 
a temporary emergency nature but, unfortunately section 13a was 
not provided an expiration date and remains law today except as 
suspended by the "Amtrak law." 

Substantively and procedurally, section 13a was described by the 
Federal courts as an open invitation to railroads to abandon pas- 
senger service. Quite understandably, most of the railroads took 
advantage of the opportunity provided by section 13a. Over the 
next few years, the quality of passenger train service deteriorated 
rapidly and even the diehard passengers fled from the rails. Indeed, 
the situation was so flagrant that in at least one instance, in which 
I was counsel, the Interstate Commerce Commission concluded, fol- 
lowing a lengthy hearing, that a major railroad had deliberately 
deteriorated the quality of its service in order to drive away its 
patrons. 

We do not place all the blame for this situation upon the railroad 
managers because, in the honest view of many, passenger service— 
even a break-even or marginally profitable passenger service—was an 
anchor which held back the greater progress a railroad could achieve 
if it could take the money tied up in passenger service and invest it 
in the more profitable freight operations of the company. 

In any event, hundreds upon hundreds of trains were eliminated 
forever from the rails of this country as a direct result of the enact- 
ment of the Transportation Act of 1958. 
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In 1970, realizing that the total demise of intercity rail passenger 
service in this Nation was imminent, the Congress enacted the Rail 
Passenger Service Act of 1970. Upon Amtrak's effective acquistion 
of responsibility for rail service under that act, many more traiiis 
were discontinued and hundreds of rail passenger facilities in this 
country abandoned. 

Amtrak inherited dilapidated, outdated equipment and a right-of- 
way over which its trains were to operate which was, for the most 
part, totally inadequate for the purpose. Indeed, Amtrak was re- 
quired to revivify a corpse. In such circumstances, it is not at all 
incongruous, as alleged before this subcommittee by Deputy Secre- 
tary Barnum, that over $2 billion has been committed to provide 
transportation for less than one-half of 1 percent of the intercity 
travelers in the United States." To the contrary, as Mr. Barnum 
notes, because of Amtrak, intercity rail ridership increased at the 
astonishing rate of 9 percent per year in 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975. 
The only other economic item to advance at a greater pace over the 
past 4 years has been the rate of inflation. 

The progress in ridership has been all the more amazing when 
one considei-s that this Phoenix-like rise in ridership follows over 
20 years of a ridership decline that had plummeted following enact- 
ment of section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act in September 
1958. 

Rail ridership has taken a ISO-degree turn for the better despite 
the serious disvantages under which Amtrak has had to operate. 
This is so because pople felt that Amtrak and the Government were 
trying to serve the public; passenger trains were no longer to be the 
victims of a destructive intent. 

As noted by Amtrak Board Chairman Donald P. Jacobs, Congress 
was quite explicit as to its reasons for enacting the Rail Passenger 
Service Act of 1970. Congress declared among its findings and pur- 
poses underlying the enactment of the Amtrak law "that the traveler 
in America should to the maximum extent feasible have freedom to 
choose the mode of travel most convenient to his needs." That de- 
clared end, coupled with the design of the statute to cast a mold of 
balanced transportation for the future, requires greater emphasis in 
the "criteria and procedures" filed with the Congress by Amtrak 
on October 29, 1975, to be placed upon the effects of each addition or 
discontonuance of service on our future rail passenger requirements. 

While we know that adequate, safe, efficient rail passenger trans- 
portation is absolutely essential to our future energy, economic and 
ecological well-being, it is most difficult to determine with particu- 
larity where such transportation will be necessary and to what extent 
it will be necessary in the future. In this connection, I might say 
that with regard to that pamphlet. Mr. Chairman, that you were 
shown a few moments ago, which was sponsored I think jointly by 
Continental and Eastern, "Amtrak Yesterday, Today and in the 
Future," I had a moment to glance at the end where it compared the 
EDilution effects of the various modes and it seems that the train was 

y far the greatest in all categories of pollutive elements. I don't 
know whether it meat they were comparing one locomotive or group 
of locomotives which might pull one train, freight or passenger, to 
one automobile, or how that thing was set up, because I didn't have 
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a chance to look at it, but it goes against anything I have seen on 
that subject and I suggest that we analyze it quite closely. 

It seems to us, therefore, as it does to Amtrak, that in dealing 
with Amtrak the Congress must adopt a positive approach with a 
view toward the full utilization and development of rail passenger 
service wherever the evidence indicates that the future would justify 
it. Such an approach will be expensive—although almost insignifi- 
cant when compared with the many vast program expenditures of 
this country which, we respectfully submit, do not appear to be 
nearly as important to our Nation's welfare as a viable rail passenger 
network. 

Amtrak is only now reaching a point where it can acquire the 
physical facilities to do its own maintenance work with its own 
employees and thereby greatly improve its service to the public. 
Amtrak must be aided and encouraged in all its efforts to carry out 
the declared purpose and findings of Congress when it enacted the 
Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970. 

With regard to comments of the United Transportation Union 
on the specific criteria and procedures submitted by Amtrak to the 
Congress on October 29, 1976: 

First: It should be pointed out that the United Transportation 
Union generally agrees with and supports the criteria and proce- 
dures as submitted, however, we note that they are so general in 
nature as to be more guidelines than criteria. They are not ranked 
nor weighted. 

We agree with the statement of Amtrak Board Chairman Jacobs 
that it is most difficult to provide "any mechanistic approach to 
weighing or to allowing a condition where any one criteria relative 
to another could be consistently overriden". However, we submit 
that unless the criteria are made more specific they offer little to the 
public by way of meaningful indicators of the future expectancy of 
particular passenger service continuations. Wc believe that all cri- 
teria whether they be economic criteria, social criteria, or environ- 
mental criteria should be interpreted and applied primarily in terms 
of the future, not the present. In other words, each criteria should 
be weighted heavily in terms of the future effects of the action 
contemplated. 

In addition, we respectfully suggest that the hearings provided in 
the procedures be required to serve as more than mere useful sources 
of information and that each passenger train discontinuance be 
subject to review by a Government agency in order to determine 
whether Amtrak has adequately complied with the criteria and 
procedures governing the discontinuance. 

In summary, the United Transportation Union recommends that: 
(1) Public hearings be required to be held in all passenger train 
discontinuance proceedings at points convenient to those who would 
normally be expected to utilize the services of the subject train; (2) 
that decisions of Amtrak to discontinue a passenger train service be 
subject to review by the Interstate Commerce Commission or the 
Department of Transportation to determine whether the criteria and 
procedures for making such determinations have been adequately 
followed; and (3) that in the application of all criteria and pro- 
cedures, primary emphasis be placed upon the future effects of the 

•••0e4 O - 76 - 20 
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discontinuance of a particular passenger train service in terms of 
the criteria specified and upon the goals and purposes of the Rail 
Passenger Service Act. 

Thank you. 
Mr. RooNET. Thank you, Mr. Mahoney. In other words, as I 

understand your conclusion, if a route is continuously losing money, 
and I am talking about a couple of million dollars a year, your union 
would not object to discontinuance if they go through your three 
suggestions i 

Mr. MAHONET. I am not sure they wouldn't object. It all depends 
on how it was needed, how people rode the train, and it is possible 
if you want to put it in a hypothetical, in a general sense, if it is 
really unneeded and also uneconomical, no matter what they are 
losing, I don't think we would object, but if the feeling was it was 
needed, depending upon how much of a conclusion we might object 
or might not, even if it were a couple of million. 

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you. 
Mr, Skubitz. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. I have one question, I don't know Mr. Mahoney is 

an authority, but, on page 3 you say, "Amtrak inherited a delapi- 
dated outdated equipment and a right-of-way over which its trains 
were to operate", and so on and so forth, "totally inadequate for the 
purpose." 

Mr. MAHONEY. Yes. 
Mr. SKUBrrz. Somebody asked me to ask if they also inherit a 

bunch of work rules that worked to their disadvantage! 
Mr. MAHONEY. I don't believe so. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Suppose you have a train going from A to B, a dis- 

tance of 250 miles, and the train goes 60 miles an hour, you then have 
two crew changes; is that correct? That is what they tell me. 

Mr. MAHONEY. I don't know. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. YOU will not be able to answer the rest of the 

question then. 
Thank you, Mr. Mahoney. 
Mr. RooNEY. Thank you, Mr. Mahoney. 
Mr. MAHONEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ROONEY. This will conclude our hearings. 
[The following letters were received for the record:] 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPBESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., February 17, 1976. 
Hon. FBED ROONEY., 
Chairman, Transportation owd Commerce Subcommittee, House Commerce Coni' 

mittee, Washinffton, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : Attached is a good letter that I have received from 

the Executive Director of the Texas Tourist Development Agency, Mr. Frank 
Hildebrand. 

He outlines why it would be very detrimental to Texas if tlie President's 
proposed Amtrak cutback became reality. 

I would respectfully suggest that Mr. Hildebrand's observations would make 
a fine addition to your hearing record for the Amtrak hearings held earlier 
this month. 

Your consideration of this letter is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 

JAKE 
J.  J.  PlCKIX. 



289 

TEXAS TOTTRIBT DBVELOPMERT AOENCT, 
Auttin, Texas. 

Hon. J. J. "JAKE" PICKLE, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR JAKE: Your testimony this week before the House transportation 
subcommittee on President Ford's proposed reduction in Amtrali's funding was 
highly gratifying. 

We share your legitimate concern over the future of passenger rail travel 
if the Presiden's proposal prevails. Consequently we would urge your con- 
tinuing spirited flght to prevent Administration efforts to abort rail travel 
at a time when it's rapidly becoming a viable alternative to more energy 
consuming auto travel. 

We especially depore the situation's portent for passenger service to Texas. 
As you kuow, Amtrak has worked closely and harmoniously with the State 

of Texas in developing a special Week of Wheels promotional package which 
provides strong incentive for family pleasure travel to Texas from the Im- 
portant Midwestern corridor. Week of Wheels puts a rental car at the disposal 
of families arriving in the state by train, giving them unlimited use of the 
vehicle for one week. Thus there is good reason for leaving the family car 
at home, traveling the longer distance by energy conserving rail, and stlU 
having the flexibility of an auto once in Texas. 

We can't imagine a more sensible solution to the still vital need for con- 
serving this nation's precious petroleum reserves. Yet, obviously, the President's 
proposal would seriously jeopardize, if not altogether eliminate, this desirable 
approach to conservation. 

Week of Wheels, combined with other package tour plans that Amtrak has 
developed for the Texas market, are being aggressively promoted this year 
by this agency as well as by the carrier itself. The volume of rail travel to 
Texas is, quite candidly, still modest. But it's already showing growth be- 
cause of the stimulus of imaginative marketing programs that appeal to 
travelers' Interest in economical, as well as energy conserving, transportation. 
We believe that its future impact on travel to "Texas can well be of majuf 
economic significance. 

Please continue your  laudable  determination  to  insure  an  uninterrupted 
implementation of the Congressional mandate to provide American  citizens 
the alternative of economical, energy conservative, rail travel. 

Every good wish, 
FBANK HIUIEBBAND, 

Executive Director. 

BBOOKLTN, N.Y., 
February 1, 1976. 

Hon. FRED ROONET, 
Chairman, Subcommittee for Transportation and Commerce, Committee on Inter- 

state and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAB CONGRESSMAN ROONEY : I telephoned your oflSce last week and requested 

time to be heard during the Amtrak Oversight Hearings. I was informed by 
a memlier of your staff that the witness schedule was already filled and that 
if I submitted a written statement it would be made part of the hearing record. 
I was also told that I would be placed on a mailing list to be informed of 
future hearings on Amtrak. 

I have been concerned about the Amtrak situation for about a year, and 1 
have spent a considerable amount of time doing research on this matter. I 
am presently involved with a group of citizens which is being formed to 
flght further subsidies to Amtrak. We feel that the vast majority of Americans 
who do not ride Amtrak have a need to be heard. However, since the group 
is still in its formative stages the opinions expressed here are my own. 

As you know, Amtrak was created by Congress in 1971 as an attempt to 
rescue rail passenger service from its long decline. It was created largely 
in response to pressure from a group of some 6,000 "railfans" known as the 
National Association of Railroad Passengers. Supporters hoped that improved 
rail service would save energy and alleviate highway congestion. 
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According to the legislation which created Amtrak, its goals were: to provide 
modern, safer intercity rail passenger service; to develop and maintain an 
Integrated, national rail passenger syste; to help end highway and railroad 
congestion; and to operate on a "for profit basis". 

The record shows that, despite the fact that Amtralc had its choice of the 
"cream" of rail passenger routes and equipment, it has been a dismal failure. 
Interstate Commerce Commission hearings throughout the country revealed 
repeated failures to provide hear, air conditioning, and common courtesy. 
Amtrak's President responded by demanding that the hearings be ended since 
they were causing bad publicity. Amtrak tried to solve the problem of late 
trains by changing its definition of lateness. 

It Is impossible to calculate the total cost of Amtrak to the taxpayer. When 
the Corporation began business in 1S71, its supporters convinced Congress to 
allot $40 million in our tax funds and $100 million in loans guaranteed by our 
taxes. Interestingly, the National Association of Railroad Passengers Invested 
not one cent. Amtrak soon ran off track financially. By the end of 1974, Amtrak 
had received $498,375,000 in direct subsidies. Amtrak is unable to generate the 
revenue to pay the $900,000,000 in loans guaranteed by Federal taxpayers. We 
ore subsidizing Amtrak passengers at the rate of about $1.00 for every $1.00 in 
fare they pay. Amtrak competes most directly with private bus companies. This 
unfair competition decreases their profits and the amount of taxes they pay. If 
the prices we pay for automobiles had increased at the rate that we subsidize 
Amtrak riders, a compact car would now sell for about $30,000. 

Perhaps one key to why Amtrak is losing so much is their "business-like 
thinking" which has lead them to buy additional equipment since they are 
currenlty operating at ^5% of capacity. They must enjoy using our tax money 
to indulge their fantasies. 

Amtrak has failed to save fuel or help the environment as Its siipporters 
hoped it would. Amtrak trains use more fuel i)er passenger mile than non- 
subsidized buses. In addition, it has spent millions of dollars of its subsidies 
encouraging unnecessary vacation travel, and still more millions of dollars on 
uncompetitive "promotional" fares, which have taken passengers away from 
more efficient taxpaying carriers. 

I know of noone who is opposed to good inter-city passenger service. Ita 
users should be, and are willing to pay for it. It doesn't need 100% taxpayer 
subsidies. Such service is provided by Auto Train, which during a recnt 
period operated its Louisville-Florida route at 92% of capacity. The Initial 
Decision in the Interstate Commerce Commission's Ex Parte Case No. 277 on 
the Adequacy of Intercity Rail Passenger Service states that the area served 
by the Southern Railroad has fared better in the past four years than it 
would have if it had been served by Amtrak. 

Amtrak was perhaps a noble experiment. We seem to have difficulty. In 
this country, stopping the fiow of Federal tax money to programs which fall. 
This leads to inflation, high taxes and lack of funds for essential programa 

I  am  suggesting the following  legislative  changes: 
1. That Amtrak subsidies be phased out over a two year period, so that the 

system becomes self-supporting in accordance with both the Intent and the 
language of the present law. This proposal mandates the rapid elimination of 
unused service which is costly In both dollars and energy. 

2. That Amtrak be required to state in all Its advertising and post at each 
station and on each train the percentage of its budget that is coming from 
government funds, so that travelers who prefer not to use subsidized trans- 
portation are given this choice. 

3. That the law be amended to end prohibition of private competition with 
Amtrak. 

Thank you for your attention. 
Sincerely Yours, 

Robert Douglas 
ROBEBT DODQLAB. 
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TBANSPOBTATION ABSOCIATIOR or AMEBICA, 
Washington, D.C., Fehruary i, 1978. 

Hon. FRED B. HOOSET., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation and Commerce, Committee on Inter- 

state and Foreign Commerce, V.8. House of Representatives, Washington, 
B.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : I understand that your Subcommittee has scheduled 
hearing on February 3-4 concerning the criteria for route and schedule changes 
of the National Railroad Passenger Corp. (Amtrak). 

This question is of serious concern to the Transportation Association of 
America and Its members. TAA believes that public Interest requires that 
realistic economic criteria be employed in this decision-making process. 

TAA is a national non-profit organization whose membership Includes not 
only carriers of all modes of transportation (air, motor, rail, water, pipeline 
and freight forwarder), but also users of the services of those carriers and 
Investors in the transportation industry. The purpose of TAA is to act as a 
forum wherein the diverse views of these several interests may be reconciled 
on issues of major transportation importance for the good of the industry as 
a whole. A list of the Board of Directors is enclosed for your information. 

At a recent meeting of the TAA Board of Directors, the following policy 
statement was adopted, with the concurrence of all of the membership groups 
listed above, relative to this question; "Amtrak's railroad passenger train 
service competes with the passenger services of private enterprise. To assure 
fairness of such competition, the addition. Improvement or discontinuance of 
Amtrak service should be governed by realistic economic criteria. Authoriza- 
tion of funds for Amtrak should require revenue standards and other economic 
criteria under which the Secretary of Transportation would determine the 
extent to which particular Amtrak service should be instituted, improved or 
eliminated." 

According to recent reports, as perseut the federal government is subsidizing 
Amtrak service in the amount of at least 5^ per passenger-mile. Subsidies of 
this magnitude point strongly to the conclusion that serious problems exist 
in the present route structures which result in an inability of Amtrak to even 
approach returning Its operating costs. In our view this subjects private- 
enterprise passenger carriers to unfair and unreasonable competitive pressures 
and deprives them of needed traffic by virtue of government subsidization of 
economically unjustifiable Amtrak routes. Furthermore, any environmental 
and/or energy-efficiency Ijenefits which may be sought are eroded by the poor 
load factors realized by Amtrak on the.se operations. 

For these reasons, we strongly urge that your Subcommittee carefully 
scrutinize proposed criteria for future Amtrak routing decisions to ensure 
that such deci-sions be made in consonance with sound economic principles. 

Thank you very  much for your attention and courtesy.  I  would like to 
request that this letter be made a part of the iwrmanent record of the hear- 
ings on this subject. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL J. TIBRNEY. 

Enclosure. 



293 

TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION of AMERICA 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OCTOBER. 197$ 

Hcni7 A- Corrtc, ChalmNn 
President 
ACP lnduttri«x, Incorporttcd 
New Yorl(. Nen York 

P»ul J. Tferitey. frtttOtitt 
1>iiniport*tlon As&ocikllon of America 
lf«ihin(ton. D.C. 

^iatlon of Amcriewi RaIlro«ds 
ihinfton, D.C. 

:!afold L. Attnctit 
VIM Pr««i<lent 
Reynolds Mctali Company 
Richfliond, Vir^nia 

A. C AnAtrton 
Trikn^>or(«tion Ai.ioci*tion 

of America 
»e» Yorti, Stf yorti 

Grant AmoM 
Ccneral Traffic Mana(«r 
Cl^l Corporal ion 
Baloi Rou^e, LoaUtajW 

Trsniliortation Emcritia 
Itarvnrd Suancu School 
BoMon, MamsciniMiU 

PreAk E. Darnatt 
Chairman Boan] of Dirrctor* 
Chiaf EKPCMliva Officar 
Unifln Pacific Railroad Coiripany 
Htm Ywk. New York 

W. J. Barta 
Chairman 
nw Volley Line Cornpaay 
St. LouH, MiMOuri 

Uiflfy Barlhftlo.-nay tD 
Senior Vice Praiident 
^Vi,arwlcr A AlcKJindcr. Inc. 

Chicaco, IlbnoLi 

ilhant A. Brewahan 

.^iTxrican lYuckrnf A-nociatIons, 
he. 

'^aihanglon, D.C. 

•^•fodore W. BrooXs 
r.filor Vice Prcudenl 
rite Chaie Manhalian Bank 
Se« T-**, Nff- Yortt 

'"urtis D, Buford 
?re»dant 
Trailer Train Company 
CI>ici«o. DtinoU 

J. L- Burtie 
Attorney at Lao 
TuUa. Oklahoma 

William E. CallahM 
EKMUIIVC Vice Prciideflt 
International Harireslcf Company 
Chicafo. IllJnoia 

Xirhard Canhaia 
Aui^ant Manager. Trana- 

pcriation Dcparlmant 
Standard Oil Company of Call- 

farnia, Meatem Operations, Inc. 
San Franciaco. California 

Wallar F. Carvy 
Chairman of the Board 
Jancivlllc Auto TVansport 
T.1.M.E.-DC A Dealers Transit 
Lansing, Ulinolt 

Edward E. Carlson 
Chairman 
United Airlinea 
Chicago, lirinoU 

H. T. Chilton 
Prctident and Chief Eaecutiva 

Officar 
Colonial Pipeline Company 
Ailania. Ceorfta 

Jota M. Chrtftic 
Chairman of the Board 
The RLCP National Sank of 

Wa-jhif^ton. D.C. 
Hashln^on. D.C. 

Lee Cifineraa 
Director of Corporate 

Transportation 
Th« Pirntone Tlr* & Rubber 

Company 
Akron. Ohio 

JoMph A. Cooper 
Senior Vice President-Market iff 
Dtflla Air Lines, inc. 
Atlanta. Georfia 

John A. Creedy 
President 
Wat*r Transport As^wciation 
New York. New York 

Robert H. Cutler 
Croirman of the Ilfiard 
fltinoil-Cnlifornia Eiipr«« 
El Paao. Texas 

Thomaa E. Dam ton 
Vice Presidenl-Prikr'urement 

and Production Control 
Gr-ncral Moton Corporation 
Detroit. Michtfan 

Donald S. Dav 
Manager, Traffic Operation 
General Elortric Company. 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 

John E. Driek 
Chairman of the Executive 

Committee 
The Pirtl National Bank 

of ChicafD. 
Chleaeo, nilnoli 

It. C. Dunn 
Traffic Uanager. Supply 

Department 
Exjron Company, U.^.A. 
Houston, Texas 

J. Donald Z 
General Counsel 
Atvxlalton of OH Pipe Lin 
Wnshinfton, D.C. 

WiUiam M. Palrhurvt 
Senior Vice President-Adminis- 

tration and Planninf 
Dana Corporation 
Toledo, Ohio 

Peter Fanchl. Jr. 
Presidtftl 
Federal Barye Lines. Inc. 
St. Louiv Mi««ouri 

John P. Puhwiek 
Preiidenl and Chief Rsecuttv* 

Officer 
Norfolk A Western Railway 

Company 
Roanoke, Virtpnia 

Car) J. Flepa 
Vice Preiident-Government 

Relations 
The Greyhound Corporation 
WasMnglan. D.C. 

Sam H. Pllnt 
Vice President-Corporate 

Operations 
The ()uaher Oats Company 
Chicago. Qlinois 

Charles W. L. Porcman 
Vire President 
United Parcel Service 
Greenwich, Connecticut 

Welby M. Pranlc 
Vice Chairinan of the Board 
Eastern Express. Inc. 
Terra Haute, Indiana 

Oayton E. Germane 
Professor of Logistics 
Graduate School of Buaineas 
Stenford University 
Stanford, California 

David E. Glle 
Senior Vi.^ Pf Aident 
Marine Midland Bank 
New York. New York 

G. iUn Golden 
Senior Vice President 
North American Van Lines, Inc. 
Fort Wayne. Indiana 

R. C. GrayKM) 
Chairman and President 
St. Louii-San Pranclseo 

Railway Company 
St. Louis, Missouri 

Donald G. Griffin     - 
Vice Preiident-Traffic and 

Tran!{>orlatlon 
PPG Industries, Inc. 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

Frank L. GriiBtn 
Chairman of the Board and 

Chief Esecutivc Officar 
0*Boyle Tank Lines 
Rockwille, Maryland 

Harold P. Hammond 
Senior Advisor 
TraRsporlatkm Association of 

America 
Washinfton. D.C. 

E. P. HardlB 
PrcsidRni 
Mobil Pipe Line Company 
Dallas. Texas 

John E. Harris. Jr. 
Vice President, Petroleum 

Supply Dlvisiofi 
Phillips Petroleum Compaay 
Bartlestfille, Oklahoma 

Richard Haupt 
Director, Ttansportalion and 

Traffic Office 
Supply Staff 
Pord Motor Company 
DesrEMm, Michigan 

Prank L. Heard, Jr. 
General Coimsal 
ttton Pipeline Company 
Houston. Texaa 

RoOert M. Hendrickton 
Executive Vice president and 

Chief Investment Officer 
The EqoiteWe Life Assurance 

Society of the United States 
New York, New York 

J. W. Kershey 
Chairman of the Board 
American Commercial Lines, bie. 
Houston, Teias 

Richard n. HiU 
Chairman of the Board 
The First National Bank of Boata* 
Boston. Massachusetts 

Eugene Holland, Jr. 
Executive Vice president 
Continental I11if>ots National Bank 

& Trust Conpany of ChicafD 
Chicago. Dlinois 

John F. Homer 
Vice Pre*ident-B*rininf. Trans- 

portation and Engineering 
Amoco Oil Company 
Chicago, llUnols 

John C. Howard 
Vice President-TrantportstioB 
Bethlehem Steel Corporaiion 
Belhltfiem. Pennsylvania 

Paul R. Ignaliia 
President 
Air Transport Association of 

America 
Washir«ton. D.C. 

George P. Jenkins 
Chairman of the Board and Chatr- 

man of the Finance Committee 
Metropolitan Life Insurance 

Company 



293 

• I.i<1ii.ftrlM 
'.icnfO. DlJnoli 

.n M. XInnaM 
« Pre** dent-Govern mvnt 

• I iron Truchinf AMoclationa. 

• ^liinglM, D.C. 

. Car) KotcMM 

^'•kfH-nl Alremft Corporstfgn 
7 .fb««k. California 

illUm J. Kuhfua 

ikiK-rican Farm &ur«aij FrdrraUon 
r»rli Ri4le«. llUnoia 

J^vls Lanfdon, Jr. 
Prrddcnt and CM«f SnculiM 

orftcar 
Paitn r«ntral ^wisportatloa 

Coinpany 
I'hiladi'lphla, Pfnnsylvania 

diehard A. Lcmpart 
Vin Prvsldant and Ganaral Counsal 
A>n«ri«iin AtrUnet, (M. 

M«« York. N«« Tofft 

Rdatn A. Lock*. Jr. 
PrptMent 
A mcrtran Paper tntlUala 
H«« York. New YCMIC 

Clark MaoGrocor 
Vk-« ProttfJwit 
United Technolofiet Corporation 
Wathingtofl, O.C. 

Prank H. Maddm 
Vice PrrttAtnt 
M'tTg^itn Guaranty Truat Company 
Hear York, Nt.M York 

JametC. Malgna 
Vice PraiKtent 
Union Carbtdc Corporation 
NcM York. Nra York 

J.mn J. McNulty 
riiAlrman of the Boird 
r.mery Air Pre^t Corporation 
WUton, Connecticul 

r. A. M«chllnf 
Preildrnt 
Unton MechUng Corporatloa 
Ptttsbur(h. Pcnnaylvania 

Louia W. M«nk 
rhairTian of the Board 
Durlington Northern Ine. 
St. Paul. Mirmnota 

Thoma) A. MI»IJ 
Prvtident 
Trailmoblla, A Division of 

puUman. Ineorporated 
Chicafo, niinola 

G. Runcll Moir 
Chairman of the Boaril and 

Prcstd«nl 
Trantway International 

Corpora I ion 
Ne« Yortc, N«i York 

OIlM Morrow 
General Counaal 
Freight Poroardera In«tt1uta 
Naw York. Mew York 

Jamt* t. Moraa 
Preitdent 
Poderal Pacific Ltd. 
Seattle. Wa%hir^toa 

Edwin P. MtMtdy 
Vice President-Trafn« 
Nabisco. Inc. 
Eatt Hanover, New Jeracy 

John A. Murphy 
Chief Ex<^utive Offiear 
Gateway Transport alum Co.. Inc. 
La CroMe, Wucoruin 

H. L. Nahrgar^ 
Preiit5«nt and Chief Eiecutlva 

orflcar 
Jt^Dvm Motor Linci, Inc. 
Charlotte. Nor'h Carolina 

Frank A. Namae 
Prtrident 
Lyliec-Yo^tnptown Corporation 
Hew Orleans, Louiiiana 

D. H. Overniyar 
Chairman of the Board 
D. H. Ovcrmyer Company, Inc. 
New York, New York 

Adrian B. Palmar 
Chairman 
Roltina Surdick Rwtar Companjr 
Chicago, niinoia 

Mirhael Papadopouloa 
General Manaftv, Tramporlation 

and Distribution 
Shell Oil Company 
Houston, Teiai 

V. L. Peterawi 
Vice Pmident 
The Goodyaar Tire * Xubbar 

Company 
Akfon.Ohio 

John E. Phelan 
General Traffic Uanayer 
An'truiar-llijKh, Inc. 
St. Louli, Miinouri 

Rotxrl W, Praacott 
Prritdent 
The Flying Tigar Line. Ine. 
Loa Angelea, California 

Larry S. Proivo 
President 
Chiee^o & No^'thwettam 

Transportation Company 
Chicago, tlllnola 

William J. Quinn 
Chairman of the Board 
Chicago. Milwaukee, St. Paul ft 

Pacific Railroad Company 
Chicago, tliinola 

C. B- Ramidall 
Vice Prraidrnl-Croup eirrutiva 
Trantporlation Syttems Grot^ 
Westinghouw! Air Rralie Company 
Pitttburgh, Prnn>ylvania 

John S. Reed 
Chairman and Chief Eiecutiva 

Officer 
Tha Atchisan, To^Mka & Santa 

Pa Rai1»ay Company 
Chicago, IIIinoli 

Jamci E. Rcinka 
Vice Pr«-«1 dent-Governmant 

Affaira 
Pattern Air Lln«, Ine. 
Waahii^ton, D.C. 

Jamos J. Raynoldi 
Prmideni 
American Inatltuta of 

Shipping 
Wa&hixton. D.C. 

W. Thomas Rica 
Chairman of tha Board 
Scntioard Coast Line Railroad 

Company 
Jachfonvitla. Florida 

Mark D. Robcaon 
FlKecutiva Vice President 
Yellow Freight Syitam. Inc. 
Stkawnec Miuion, Kanaan 

J. R. Scantin 
Vice Chairman of the Board 
GATX Corporation 
Chicago, Ulinoia 

Irving Seaman, Jr. 
Chairman. Eiecutive Committaa 
National Boulevard Bank at 

Chicago 
Chicago, ntlnoia 

Henry E, Seyfarth 
Seyfarlh, Shaw, Fakrwaalhcr fe 

Grraldion 
Chicago. Dlinotl 

WiItNir S. Smith 
Wilbur Smith and Aisoelataa 
Columbia, South Carolina 

W. K. 5mith 
Vice rreaidant 
General Mills, Ine. 
Mlnneapnlti, Mlnftcsola 

L«c R. SoUeibargar 
rtialrman of the Board 
Tran\con Linaa 
Los Angelas, Cattfomla 

William I. Spancw 
President 
First Sallonal City Bank 
Hew York. New York 

Edwin F. Sladelman 
General Traffic Managvr 
J. C. Penney Company, Inc. 
New York, Hew yo«4i 

W. Stanhaui 
Chairman of the Board 
Spector Industrial, hte. 
Chicago, nilnoli 

Robert L. Stona 
Ctiairinan and Prtaldanl 
The Hcrtt CorporatkA 
Sew York, Hew Tgrk 

Stonay M. Stiitita 
Chairman of the Board 
Pforen Pood Exprea*. Ine. 
Dallas, Texas 

Robert E. Thomas 
Chairman and Prealdant 
MAPCO Inc. 
Tulsa, ddahoma 

Stuart O, Tiplon 
Sanior Viea President-Padar«l 

Affair* 
Pan American World Airways, 

Ine. 
Washington, D.C. 

Kenneth L. Vora 
Vlca President-Tfaffle and 

TransporlatioA 
United States Steal Corporatioa 
PIttabutgh, Pennsylvania 

Charles J. Waidelteh 
President 
Cities Service Company 
Tutsa, Oklahoma 

Michael J. Walsh. Jr. 
Vice Pre«idenl-Transportatlen 

and Dislritnition 
St. Regis Paper Company 
New York. New York 

William P. Ward 
Vice President and RapraaanUUv* 
Bank of America 
Teheran, Iran 

Hays T. Walkins 
Chairman of the Board and 

President 
me Chessie System 
a ev eland, Ohio 

(>arlca A. WeOb 
Preaident 
National Asaoeiation of Motor 

Bus Ownen 
Washington. D.C. 

William G. Whltt 
Chairman of tha Board 
Consolidated Freightways. Ine. 
%»n FraneUco. California 

Oeorce K. Whitnay 
Consultant 
MasMchusetls Financial Sarvleas, 

Inc. 
Boston, MaMactiusetta 

William C. Whitiareora 
Senior Vice preaidcnl and 

John Hancock Mutual Llf« 
Insurance Company 

Boston. MassaehuaatU 

J. Robert WltaoN 
Vice Chairman 
Roadway Exprest, Ina. 
Akron. Ohio 



294 

NEW TOBK STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
Albany, N.Y.. March 8,1976. 

Hon. FRED B. ROONEY, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Trantportation and Commerce, U.S. Bouse of 

Representatives, Washington, B.C. 
DEAR MR. ROONEY : It has been brought to my attention that the House 

Subcommittee on Transportation and Commerce held hearings February 3 and 
4 to discuss the Criteria and Procedures for Making Route and Service 
Decisions prepared by Amtralc in compliance with the Amtrak Improvement 
Act of 1975. 

I am enclosing testimony which I prepared, at the request of Senator 
Magnusou, for a Senate hearing held March 4 on this matter and on the 
future role of the Federal Government with respect to Amtrak. While the 
subject matter was somewhat broader, I respectfully request that you accept 
this testimony and give my comments on the Criteria and Procedures your 
careftil consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Ray Schuler 
RAYMOND T. SCHDLER, 

Commissioner. 

STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER RAYMOND T. SCHULEB, 
NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Congress charged Amtrak, as one of its primary missions to operate efficiently 
on a for profit basis. To do so, Amtrak must have a modern, fast, reliable 
service. Equally important, it must have the ability to reduce or eliminate 
service which results in the greatest losses and increase or add service in areas 
where the potential for profit is greatest. Congress recognized this by giving 
Amtrak's Board of Directors, for the first time, the responsibility for makiug 
service and route decisions. No one is more capable of makiug these decisions 
than Amtrak. 

One basic problem with our intercity passenger system in the past is that 
we lacked adequate criteria to evaluate service justification and expansion 
needs. As a result, route deslsions were not based upon sound economic 
analyses, nor for that matter were they made for social or environmental 
reasons. The need to adopt criteria and procedures for making route and 
service decisions has been painfully evident to us for a  long time. 

By and large, I am pleased with the criteria that Amtrak has established. 
Economic criteria are given emphasis, which is as it should be since Amtrak 
has been charged to operate on a for profit basis although it .should be realized 
that rail service should not be expected to stand on its revenues alone. I note 
also, that more than one economic measurement is proposed as a means of 
evaluating service. This too, is desirable. In the past, revenue passenger miles 
appered to be used almost exclusively to determine the profitability of a line. 
This totally overlooked the fact the some of the routes with the most favorable 
revenue passenger miles indeed produced the greatest losses for Amtrak over- 
all. Amtrak has to make certain that those lines that actually contribute the 
most revenue to the system, as well as those with the greatest potential for 
producing revenue are secure. These lines tend to be only those serving short- 
to-medium distance trips of 100 to 300 miles in length. 

The one basic flaw in the procedure proposed by Amtrak is the almost total 
disregard for the states and their role for providing an adequate trans- 
portation system to meet the needs of their people. The states have vast 
planning and technical resources available to assesss the transportation 
needs of their people and Amtrak should make use of these resources early 
in its decision making process. For example, in Amtrak's initial efforts to 
gather facts on current and proposed routes and services (Step 4 of Amtrak's 
proposed evaluation process) the States should be called upon to contribute 
information they have available. 

Once the president of Amtrak formulates his route recommendation (Step 6) 
the State, or States, to be affected by the decision, should recieve official 
notification of the recommendation at the same time that the recommendation 
is presented to the Board of Director.s. Further, the State or States to be 
effected by the decision, should be afforded opportunity to serve as ex offlcio 
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members of the Board during the ensuing decision-making process. It must 
be recognized that in the eyes of the citizen about to lose or gain rail pas- 
senger service, the State is held equally accountable. I know that for a fact, 
judging from the volume of mail I receive on Amtrak service. 

The States must be made aware of the goals and objectives and the financial 
performance standards Amtrak is to develop as soon as they are developed. 
They must also have available from Amtrak continuing information relative 
to services being provided particularly the data used to assess lines including 
origin and destination information, operation costs associated with each 
line, the number of passengers, revenues made by each line, funds spent on 
advetising each line, tourist promotion and the like. Moreover, comparable 
data for competing modes must be available—and the Federal Government 
must see to it. This will enable States to evaluate the performance of their 
lines relative to other lines throughout the Nation. It will give the States 
an opportunity to develop proposals to improve ridership levels on those lines 
with poor showings before a recommendation to eliminate or reduce service 
is made. The States are in a position to determine how other transportation 
programs in the corridor may effect or support rail service—such as station 
parking, improved access routes, security at stations and lots, station reloca- 
tions, provisions for the elderly and handicapped, and renewal programs in 
station areas. It must be recognized that the States have a mutual interest in 
retaining rail service in their State and they, therefore, must be given every 
opportunity to assist Amtrak in making the service worthwhile. 

Financial contributions made by the States for improved rail passenger 
service must be taken into favorable account by Amtrak in assessing the In- 
cremental capital investment requirements and the return on incremental in- 
vestments. Certainly tho.se States which have spent substantial sums of money 
to make capital improvements to the rail system and their rail passenger 
service, have a right to expect continued service over the improved facility 
over the useful life of the improvement. They should not then be victimized by 
an arbitrary decision to reduce or eliminate the service. 

Social and environmental considerations are also valid measurements of eval- 
uation for route and service decisions. Congress also charged Amtrak with the 
mission to reduce congestion, conserve energy and preserve the environment, 
as well as to serve the public convenience and necessity. Amtrak established 
five measures to assess the social impact or route and service clianges. The 
first is an assessment of the population served. This could be a valid criterion, 
but it should be applied on a population per route mile basis. If comparison 
were made only on total population over the route, a long-haul train simply 
because of the longer distance travelled, would be exposed to far greater 
numbers of people than a short-haul train even though the short-haul train 
might service in a more densely populated corridor overall. Segmentation of 
the routes would also present a problem. For example, there is a big difference 
in population served when one considers the Adirondack service as running 
between Albany and Montreal rather than New York and Montreal. The index 
of population per route mile accounts for the effect of trip distances thereby 
permitting a comparison that is independent of distance or segmentation. 

Amtrak also selects the availability of alternative modes as a social citerion. 
It is quite conceivable that those lines experiencing the greatest losses would 
remain perpetually in the system is this is to be a social criterion. It must be 
recognized that travel by train may not be the most economic means of public 
transportation in sparsely populated areas. Quite possibly, an intercity bus 
service could profitably serve in such areas of low population densities, if it 
did not have to compete with rail service. Thus, not only should existing bus and 
airline service be examined, but also the potential for new service or additional 
service should be examined. As to the proximity of limited access highways to 
rail lines, tliis also is an inadequate measurement by itself. For example, most 
cities in the northeast have ready acce.ss to expressways. They may, however, 
have long since reached their capacity. The level of service on a two lane high- 
way in a sparsely settled area may surpass the performance of a congested 
Interstate route. Thu.s, trafiic volume and capacity must also be examined. At 
the other end of the scale, it is conceivable that many areas of the country 
where population is sparse, can be served adequately by a two lane highway 
rather than an expressway and that furthermore, travel time in tliat area will 
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be lower than express travel time In areas of high population densities. It is 
not desirable to set Amtrali up as the mode to serve in corridors of poor rider- 
ship potential where we know losses will be substantial. 

lu addition to your consideration of the proposed criteria which Amtrak has 
formulated to assess routes and service, there are several other areas which 
merit your attention: High speed rail in corridors which show the greatest 
potential for profit; fnuds are needed to raise track standards of all Amtrak. 
Priority should be given to high density corridors; once these improvements 
are made, an adequate maintenance program for Amtrak lines is needed to 
protect the investments made; in corridors selected for high speed rail, track 
and signaling equipment improvements needed to enable high speed trains to 
achieve their full potential must be made; mechanisms must I)e developed to 
insure that work undertaken by States to improve trackage will not replace 
Federal funds but rather supplement Federal funds. This will encourage States 
to establish their own strong rail improvement porgrams as a way of achieving 
a level of service above Federal standards; there must be adequate funding 
for Section 403(b) services and a provision made for the incorporation of 
these 403(b) services into Amtrak's basic system once they have proven their 
merit; Amtrak should recognize the fact that states have a strong capa1)ility 
and interest in advancing elements of rail passenger improvement program. 
Accordingly, provision must be made for an adequate passenger station im- 
provement program geared toward making rail travel more accessible and more 
attractive to potential riders. The program must recognize a state's ability to 
plan effectively with local community impact; Amtrak must be allowed to 
acquire lines, outside the Northeast Corridor, necessary for the efficient oper- 
ation of its service; Amtrak should be encouraged to undertake innovative 
programs aimed at increasing its patronage; and track and station facilities 
needed for commuter rail operations must not be preempted by intercity pas- 
senger operations. 

These issues deserve your utmost attention and I will address each of them 
in turn. 

HIGH   SPEED   RAIL   SERVICE 

For rail to compete with other modes of transportation as a prime intercity 
people mover, it will have to be faster, more reliable and more comfortable. 
High speed rail, the maximization of speeds on existing facilities, has proven 
potential as evidenced by the experience with metroliners and, more recently, 
the sharp increase in ridership and revenue passenger miles in the Detroit- 
Chicago corridor once turl)oIiners were put into service. 

I note New York State's pleasure that Amtrak will begin turboliner service 
in the Empire Corridor (New York City-Albany-Buffalo) this summer. Once the 
service attains its full potential, which will reduce travel times by as much as 
one hour between New York and Albany and four hours between New York 
and Buffalo, we estimate a ridership of 3 million passengers a year. Moreover, 
half of these users will be diverted from the aiitomobile. 

New York State is prepared to make substantial investments to assist the 
high speed service. Amtrak is providing the equipment and, we, in turn, have 
agreed to make improvements to the track and roadbed to permit the trnitis 
to attain their top .speeds—up to 125 mph. However, once these track im- 
provements are made and the equipment is put into service, trains will only 
be able to travel at 79 miles per hour speeds because of the need for sophisti- 
cated, costly cab signalling equipment to insure the safety of travel at such 
high speeds. New York State cannot, nor should we be required to make such 
improvements unilaterally. Our commitment of State funds for high speed rail 
will depend upon a clear financial commitment from Amtrak and other op- 
propriate federal agencies. 

Federal funds to undertake improvements above the standard established by 
Amtrak for normal passenger operations must be made available for corridors 
with proven high-speed rail potential including funds for the installation of 
necessary safety equipment. These corridors include the Bo.ston-New York- 
Washington Corridor, the Chicago-St. Louis Corridor, Chicago-Twin Cities Cor- 
ridor, New York-Albany-Buffalo Corridor and the spine corridor along the 
AYest Coast 
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TBACK AND BOAD BED 

The Federal Government must assume the responsibility of bringing rail 
standards up to at least the same level they were when passenger service was 
taken over on May 1, 1971 by Amtrak. Railroads have not lived up to the 
contract requirements as to track standards and Amtrak for the costs incurred 
to maintain their trackage at the level required for passenger service. Trackage 
has drastically deteriorated. Thos who are being penalized are the American 
taxpayers who are paying for inferior service that is less attractive to users 
and therefore incurring substantial deficits and the American public that la 
Buffering with the inferior service and equipment. 

An adequate amount of funds must be included in the Amtrak budget for 
track maintenance and improvement of lines which are to be retained by 
ConRall since ConRail, as recommended under the final plan, would only be 
expected to cover maintenance costs to the extent needed for adequate freight 
service. 

As a result of the declining condition of trackage in the nation, some states, 
such as New York, have taken po,sltive action to make extensive improve- 
ments to track and roadbed throughout their rail network. Approval by New 
York voters of a $250 million rail bond act in 1974 and a separate $30 million 
appropriation for rail service purposes have made it possible for New York 
State to accomplish many improvements to rail freight, intercity passenger and 
commuter services. These funds must supplement federal funds, however, not 
replace federal funds. 

Track Improvements carried out under the State's rail program are to be 
of direct benefit to both Amtrack, in its operation of passenger service, and 
ConRail, in its operation of freight service. States which have taken the 
initiative of Instituting strong rail improvement programs should not now be 
penalized. For example, under the rail preservation program. New York State 
has plans to upgrade the entire Empire Corridor to 1971 standards. Some of 
the work has been accomplished and the remaining work is scheduled for the 
immediate future. This would be to the obvious advantage of ConRail, which 
under the Final System Plan would have had to undertake these improve- 
ments itself. Assurances for reimbursement of projects of this nature under- 
taken by the State must be made. Otherwise these projects could be delayed 
cost, if you account for inflation, as well as at a greater social cost to Amtrak 
unnecessarily until ConRail undertook them itself—and at a greater actual 
cost to Amtrak patrons who would be the ultimate ones to suffer if delays 
were to result. 

SECTION   403(B)    AMTBAK   IMPROVEMENT  ACT 

New York State has already acted affirmatively to promote and increase the 
availability of rail passenger service throughout the State. As as result of 
New York's rail program, service was restored north of Albany to Montreal, 
additional trains are running in the New York-Albany corridor and through 
the joint participation of Amtrak, the State of Michigan and New York 
State, there is now daily service connecting New York City and Detroit via 
the Buffalo-Niagara Falls area. 

Currently, rail ridership accounts for only one percent of intercity travel 
nationally. Opportunities for expanding Amtrak service are limited because 
funds to enable Amtrak to imdertake expansions are so limited. Amtrak can 
add to the basic system under Section 403(b) and (c) of the Amtrak Improve- 
ment Act. Under Section 403(e), Amtrak must fund for a period of two years 
at least one experimental service each year. Under Section 403(b) any state can 
request Amtrak to Institute additional service for which the state would share 
iu the .solely related costs and associated capital costs in excess of revenues of 
new Amtrak service. I am pleased to note that under the Rail Revitalization 
Act, Amtrak's share in the operating and capital costs of the 403(b) service 
has been Increased to 50 percent. The provision of intercity, Interstate rail 
passenger service is primarily a federal responsibility, not the states'. There- 
fore, the major financial partner In Section 403(b) service should be the Fed- 
eral Government. I see this provision as a step In the right direction. Now that 
Amtrak Is required to a.ssume 50 percent of the costs of 403(b) service, how- 
ever, appropriate adjustments in Amtrak's budget must be made to Insure 
that the overal program does not decrease. 



There Is presently no provision which would enable a smooth transition of 
Section 403(b) service Into the basic system. Although experimental trains can 
be brought into the basic system after a two year trial period if it can be 
demonstrated that the route has attracted sufBcient patronage to serve the 
public convenience and necessity, under present legislation there is no pro- 
vision for a Section 403(b) service to be added to the basic system. This must 
be rectified. 

PASSENGEB   STATION    IMPK0VEMENT8 

The evidence of an outdated mode of travel is first apparent to the rail 
patron at the depot. Most Amtralt stations are in sad need of repair and 
those which have been replace are located at poorly accessible, obscure sites 
which discourage potential riders from the start. 

Traditionally, airports are provided by local governments or public authorities 
and receive public assistance from the federal government. While bus operators 
have generally provided their own terminals, consolidated terminals are now 
increasingly being provided by public agencies. Rail passenger terminals, how- 
ever, were tradltionallp provided by the railroads and they hark back to a 
different day. It shows. Airports seem to beckon travelers to their doors while 
in many instances rail stations frighten passengers away. The older one are 
now dingy, dirty and dilapidated; rail passengers even fear to leave their cars 
parked overnight. The new stations( if you can find them) though an im- 
provements are often poorly accessible to urban areas making rail service for 
the autoless difficult if not Impossible. 

Amtrak has initiated a station improvement program and should be com- 
mended for that. However, the program needs to be beefed up. Stations should 
be attractive and more important they should be located in areas easily 
accessible to all. Transportation centers integrating local transit service with 
intercity rail passenger service, should be given serious attention as a iws- 
sible means of further encouraging Amtrak ridership through increased coordi- 
nation with local public transportation. To make their vital program work, 
Amtrak should look to the states for planning and engineering assistance 
wherever possible. The prospect of being stranded at an empty railroad station 
in a strange city with no car and no other means to get around is not an in- 
viting situation for most people. 

0WNEB8HIP  OF   PASSENGEB   CORRIDOBB 

Until recently, Amtrak has had no reason to acquire rail lines to provide rail 
passenger service. Its needs could be met, more or less adequately by contract- 
ing with operating railroads to provide passenger service. With the reorganiza- 
tion of the Northeast railroads. It has now become necessary for Amtrak to 
carefiilly examine its own needs. Provision has been made to enable Amtrak to 
acquire the Northeast corridor. This provision should be extended to enable 
Amtrak to acquire other pieces of rail lines which will not be picked up by 
ConHail which is needed to improve its service. For example, the acquisition 
and improvement of the Schenectady-Hoffmans line would result in improved 
efficiencies in the Boston-Chicago service, the Empire Corridor, benefiting 
400,000 riders and in the soon to be implemented high-speed rail service. It 
will result in significant travel time savings, direct service to the City of 
Schenectady and would avoid interference from freight trains on a congested 
line. Moreover, were Amtrak able to acquire the segment of track between 
Rensselaer and Post Road in New York State, the current inefficient backup 
movement which costs a full forty minutes in travel time for the Boston- 
Albany-Chicago experimental train could be rectified 

Amtrak must examine the operating efficiency of all its services and, in 
cases where service could be markedly improved through more direct access, 
Amtrack must be enabled to acquire the trackage to do so. 

INNOVATIVE    PBOOBAMS 

Amtrak's recent decision to allow Americans to purchase 2 week, 3 week and 
30 day rail passes allowing unlimited travel on Amtrak's regular trains is 
to be commended because it is a means of Introducing more people to Amtrak 
service and a way to encourage greater use of this energy efficient mode. 
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More innovative programs, such as the 30 day rail pass, and auto train for 
long distance rail travel, and a better marketing program must be further 
explored by Amtrak as a means to secure a greater rldership level. 

PBOTECTION OF COMMUTES BAH, SEBVICE8 

The commuter authorities have always enjoyed priority status in conducting 
their service operations. They should. They serve far more people than Amtrak 
does in the corridors where Amtrak and commuter services both operate, and 
commuter service is more frequent and represents a key segment of the daily 
functioning of the area. Moreover, commuters depend upon service which wiU 
get them to their places of employment on time; indeed in many cases their 
jobs depend upon it. Commuter operations wust not take a back seat to other 
rail—be it freight or passenger operations. 

Yet we understand that this is to be the case in the Northeast corridor; the 
commuter authorities are being asked to assume more of the costs for using 
rail facilities, yet they are being asked to take a back seat to Amtrak service. 
I find this situation of higher operating costs, preemption of station space and 
platforms, etc., and poorer service an intolerable one. 

I hope that you will seriously consider the recommendations 1 have made. 
We must have a national rail passenger service and we must give it an op- 
portunity to function as a modem mode of transportation. Amtrak must be 
given an opportunity to perform as any other business making decisions based 
on sound marketing criteria as to its own expansion needs as well as its need 
to reduce service. The decision is yours. We need a national rail service; 11 
should be a service our Nation can be proud of. 

[Whereupon, at 1:05 o'clock p.m. the subcommittee adjourned.] 

o 
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